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Abstract  
	  
A significant part of IS systems implemented today introduce a mandatory use environment 
for their users, where daily tasks and responsibilities are dependent on or even impossible 
without the use of a specific system. This paper focuses on examining the relevance, 
importance and potential effects of user satisfaction in these kinds of environments, with the 
purpose of contributing to this previously somewhat sub-prioritized area of mandatory use 
environments within the contexts of user satisfaction. We began with building a theoretical 
basis linking the fields of technology acceptance, user satisfaction, frustration, and IS 
sabotage. Furthermore we applied the theoretical framework on a real world scenario in order 
to examine these phenomena and hoping to identify them within an implemented 
environment. In our research we have collected qualitative empirical data from both end users 
and management in a storage facility, which had recently transitioned to a mandatory use 
voice-controlled system. Amongst our findings we discovered evidence suggesting that user 
satisfaction does not play as vital a role in mandatory use environments, as it does in 
voluntary environments. This evidence suggests that the system examined was highly 
integrated into the daily work at the warehouse, and thus it was hard to distinguish between 
job satisfaction and user satisfaction. Because of this and the incentive bonus system that 
existed, we suggest that the users were never really dissatisfied, which further reduced the 
need for management to consider user aspects of the new system. 
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1 Introduction 
 
 
 
1.1 Background 
 
User satisfaction has long been an area of interest for IS researchers. However, this research 
has mainly focused on voluntary use environments (DeLone & McLean, 1992; Davis, 1989), 
while mandated use environments have not been given equal focus. A mandated use 
environment is defined by Sørebø & Eikebrokk (2008) as consisting of an information system 
that users have to use in order to fulfill tasks that are required for their job assignments. 
Recent studies have focused on environments where IS usage is mandatory (Adamson and 
Shine, 2003; Brown et al., 2002; Sørebø & Eikebrokk, 2008; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). 
However, little effort has been made to extensively examine user satisfaction and its possible 
importance within these environments. Is user satisfaction a factor determining IS success in 
mandatory use environments? Does user satisfaction or lack of user satisfaction in said 
environment have an impact on other parts of organizational life, such as sabotage or layover? 
Is user satisfaction even worth considering by management when users are required to use the 
information system? Since the use of many systems is mandatory, a more extensive 
examination of the research area should be of great interest. Thus, trying to fill the gaps in 
knowledge of user satisfaction in mandatory use IS environments provide the motivation for 
this study. 
 
 
 
1.2 Focus and delimitations 
 
The focus of this study is the role of user satisfaction in mandatory use IS environments 
where the users have to use the system to perform their work tasks. The study will explore 
how user satisfaction and dissatisfaction is perceived. Furthermore, the study will examine the 
aspect of productivity in relation to user satisfaction, and how a company’s management 
values the two in comparison to each other. Lastly, the study will focus on whether other 
factors, such as frustration and sabotage, might motivate the consideration of user satisfaction 
in mandatory environments.  
 
Regarding delimitations, there are some issues that were considered. Firstly, the study focuses 
on users and management at a company, but the developers of the system are not considered. 
This is because the inclusion of developers would be more appropriate in a study of its own. 
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Secondly, the ethical aspects of user satisfaction in mandatory use environments are left out. 
This is motivated by the fact that if included, the study would become more of a philosophical 
investigation into the social and ethical aspects of organizational work, which is not our 
intent. 
	  
	  
	  
1.3 Purpose and research questions 
 
Our purpose with this study is to identify how of user satisfaction is affected by mandatory 
use IS environments. This purpose leads us to our research question, divided into three sub-
questions, which all may impact the answer to our research question: 
 
From a managerial perspective, how important is user satisfaction in a mandatory use IS 
environment? 
 
- Is productivity an important factor for considering user satisfaction in mandatory use 
IS environments? 
- Is the risk of sabotage an important factor for considering user satisfaction in 
mandatory use IS environments? 
- Does the idea of user satisfaction in mandatory environments differ from that in other 
environments? 
 
 
 
1.4 Disposition 
 
This study will continue with a chapter presenting previous research done in the areas of 
mandatory use IS environments, and user satisfaction and it’s relation to productivity, 
frustration, and sabotage. The chapter will also provide the foundation for analysis. Following 
this, there will be a chapter describing the methodology used in the study, and the motivations 
for choosing these research methods. Further follows a chapter presenting the results from the 
empirical study. The results are presented in a narrative, describing the users’ workdays and 
their interactions with the system. This is followed by the analysis, where our empirical 
findings will be discussed in light of the previous research, presented earlier, and attempts to 
produce answers to the questions this study set out to give will be made. Finally, the last 
chapter summarizes these answers and concludes by reflecting over the impact of the results 
of the study, and what further research can be done in the area.  
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2 Theory 
 
 
 
A mandatory use IS environment is defined by Brown et al. (2002) as one in which employees 
must use a specific system in order to perform their work tasks and to keep their jobs. These 
environments are not widely discussed in IS research literature. However, some researchers 
have examined aspects of information systems where usage is mandatory (Goodhue et al., 
2000; Massey et al., 2001; Brown et al., 2002; Hartwick & Barki, 1994; Venkatesh & Davis, 
2000). In this chapter, we will examine different aspects of mandatory use, and user 
satisfaction and how it is linked to both productivity and frustration. 
 
First, the technology acceptance model, TAM, will be presented, since TAM is one of the 
most prominent and widely accepted theories that use user satisfaction as a measure of IS 
success. This, in turn will be followed by a section that isolates the idea of user satisfaction 
from TAM, and discusses the role of user satisfaction in other fields. After this, a section will 
follow that describes how user satisfaction and productivity are linked. This section is 
motivated by the common perception that satisfied users will be more productive, and 
dissatisfied users thus will be less be productive. In our study, this is an important aspect to 
consider in order to be able understand why, and to which degree management have 
considered users during the implementation of the mandatory use IS system. Lastly, there will 
be a section that links user satisfaction to frustration, and deals with various forms of 
responses to frustration, one of the most prominent being sabotage. Our inclusion of this 
section is motivated by our belief that the risk of aggressive responses to frustration caused by 
dissatisfaction with an information system may play an important role in the management’s 
consideration of user satisfaction. 
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2.1 Technology acceptance 
	  
2.1.1 TAM 
 
Since its introduction by Davis (1989) the technology acceptance model (TAM) has been one 
of the most widespread models for examining user acceptance of IS technology (Saade & 
Bahli, 2004). Davis’ purpose with TAM was foremost to develop a framework that not only 
predicts user behavior in IS environments, but also explains it, which was something that was 
missing in previous research. TAM has evolved from the theory of reasoned action (TRA) 
proposed by Ajzen & Fishbein (1975), and tailor made for modeling user acceptance in IS 
contexts, thus making it less applicable in more universal contexts (Venkatesh et al., 2003).  
 
TAM stems from a theoretical standpoint that involves the matter of users accepting and 
actually using a technology. The model suggests that if a user is introduced to a new 
technology, such as a newly implemented IS, the choices of when or how he will use the 
technology is greatly affected by a set of certain factors (Davis, 1989). The model introduced 
two main factors for user acceptance, named perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of 
use (PEOU). Davis (1989) defines PU as  
 
[…] the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance 
his or her job performance (Davis, 1989, p320) 
 
By measuring PU Davis made the connection that, a person’s use of a technology is affected 
by their belief of whether a technology will be of help in executing their tasks or not. PU 
explains the user's perception of the extent that the technology will improve the user's 
workplace performance (Davis et al. 1989). This means the user’s perception of how useful 
the technology is in performing his or her job tasks is measured. Davis (1989) explains PEOU 
as:  
 
[…] the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free 
from effort (Davis, 1989, p320) 
 
Users can have sincere belief and knowledge whether a selected technology 
is truly good for their tasks; there are however situations where the barrier of suspicion or 
knowledge that a certain technology demands great effort during use which can result in the 
user abandoning it (Davis, 1989). PEOU explains the user's perception of the amount of effort 
required to utilize the system or the extent to which a user believes that using a particular 
technology will be effortless (Davis, 1989). 
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Thereby, usage of TAM would suggest that by measuring PEOU and PU, there is a predictive 
outcome gauging the user acceptance of IT. Research has pointed towards this notional 
significance of PU and PEOU as factors for user behavior. By presenting PEOU and PU as 
separate factors and the system use as the affected factor, Szajna (1994) discovered that PU 
had a stronger connection with present and intended use. 
 
 
Image 2.1 - TAM (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) 
 
However, more recent research has pointed out several limitations, gaps and flaws with TAM. 
Bagozzi (2007) criticizes TAM for oversimplifying the actual situation and for sometimes 
misleading IS practitioners from seeing potential dangers by creating big focus on only the 
things included in the model. Amongst other gaps he mentions the failure to consider emotion 
as a factor in TAM, highlighting factors that could be neglected by a too strict use of the 
model: “During attempts at trying to reach a goal, it is likely that emotions stemming from 
appraisals of progress or lack of progress will moderate the effect of trying on goal 
achievement” (Bagozzi, 2007 p.249). Brown et al. (2002) mentioned the lack of clarity for 
using TAM in a mandatory use environment. The use of TAM in those kinds of environments 
could be incorrect or even misleading. In their study they found that users of a particular 
system although rather dissatisfied, showing low values of PU and PEOU still had 100% use 
due to the mandatory nature of system usage, and thus exemplifying an irrelevance of PU and 
PEOU for measuring satisfaction, also suggesting an irrelevance for measuring the technology 
acceptance by studying the rate of system use. 
 
2.1.2 TAM2 
	  
In order to broaden the applicability of TAM, Venkatesh & Davis (2000) proposed a new 
model exploring technology acceptance called TAM2. With the basis stemming from links 
made between Percieved Usefullness, Percieved Ease of Use for Intention to Use and Usage 
Behavior. Retaining this base, in TAM2 they added theoretical elements from social influence 
processes which include voluntariness, subjective norm and image, additionally more 
elements from cognitive instrumental processes including result demonstrability, output 
quality and job relevance.  
Subjective norm accounts for the fact that users of a system may change their behavior or 
extent of use of it if they are influenced and affected by higher or influential parties within an 
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organization, even if the users themselves may dislike these actions. TAM2 suggests that the 
property of use voluntariness of a system also has a vast influence on findings regarding 
technology acceptance. In settings where system use is mandatory and management has the 
ability to reward use of a system or punish not using it, users will modify their behavior and 
intention to use accordingly, which is suggested not to apply in a truly voluntary use 
environment. The fact of image as an influence is also suggested to have effects on intention 
and use. If a system is perceived to raise a user’s status or image within the organization, it 
would have a positive effect on system use. TAM2 also introduces the idea of linking the 
user’s connection between perceived usefulness of a system to how they rank it to be relevant 
in fulfilling their job tasks. Output quality is suggested to be relevant to perceived usefulness, 
and affected by the user’s feelings regarding how well the system performs the tasks it is set 
out to do. Result demonstrability suggests that if users have a clear image of how a system 
affects their performance, it will also affect their perceived usefulness of the system. Without 
any performance statistics it is argued to be unlikely for the users themselves to in reality 
comprehend to what extent a system is useful for them. Experience is the final new 
component in TAM2 in this context it is suggested that the users’ perception of a system will 
be influenced depending on how long they have been using a system, mainly due to 
management often elevating the importance and buzz surrounding a new system before or 
during implementation. But after a certain amount of time this positivism would be subdued 
because of acclimatization to a system. (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) 
Image 2.2 – TAM2 (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) 
 
In a study conducted by Venkatesh & Davis (2000) on four different organizations, it was 
found that there is a very strong support for these new theorized influences on user behavior. 
60% of different variances in usage behavior could be explained and consistent throughout the 
four cases. The effects of these were all evident and identified as influencing factors in 
mandatory use environments, but had no proven influence in a voluntary use context. 
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2.2 User satisfaction 
 
The pedigree of computer related user satisfaction originally had a theoretical basis from 
socio-psychological literature, generically defining human satisfaction by stating that it “[…] 
in a given situation is the sum of one's feelings or attitudes toward a variety of factors 
affecting that situation” (Bailey & Pearson, 1983 p.531). Satisfaction has also been described 
as being the outcome of the completion of a goal or task, and goal directed behavior is aimed 
at achieving this satisfaction (Ceaparu et al., 2004). In practice, the discussion and definition 
of user satisfaction in information systems environments has had the nature of being an 
afterthought, an ad hoc accessory in the development process. However, researchers have 
presented the factor of user satisfaction not only as being a vital determinant for the success of 
an information system, but in itself also as being a perfectly adequate substitute for measuring 
success. (Powers & Dickson, 1973; DeLone & McLean, 2002) 
 
The first effort in the direction of providing means to measure user satisfaction was made by 
Bailey & Pearson’s (1983), introducing the concept of Computer User Satisfaction or CUS, 
consisting of 39 defined factors. These factors were divided into five different seven graded 
scales, the first four for users rating the quality and the fifth for users rating the importance of 
the factor measured in the other four. This left the user having to reflect on 195 factors to 
achieve a measurement of user satisfaction. On one hand the CUS enabled researchers for the 
first time to embody the definition of satisfaction into a legitimate measurement mechanism 
for use in a study; on the other hand Ives et al. (1983) very quickly saw the problem in having 
users responding on so many properties. They proposed the threat of user respondent 
inaccuracy due to abrasion from growing carelessness in answering a relatively extensive 
questionnaire. To counter this problem they proposed the concept of User Information 
Satisfaction or UIS, which uses the familiar seven graded scales but only requires the users to 
reflect upon the 13 most important factors, and thus significantly minimizing the number of 
necessary responses. 
 
Even though these tools have been used in several other influential studies and papers 
(DeLone & McLean, 1992; Goodhue & Thompson 1995), the proposed study by Cheyney et 
al. (1986) suggests and identifies the need for more investigation on the factors which are 
chosen for measuring different types of users. The main critique to the factor based tools is 
that in use, they bring the risk of missing out on facts that are of considerable importance to 
the questionnaire responding user, or the fact that they could bring irrelevant or less important 
factors into account regarding the user situation.  
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2.3 User satisfaction and productivity 
 
As mentioned by Bailey & Pearson (1983) it is no secret that the main purpose of developing 
the first tools for measuring user satisfaction in information systems environments do not hail 
from the philanthropic incentive to enhance the sociological, ergonomic, or any other comfort 
for users, but instead stem from the desire of managerial influences to enhance productivity, 
which has been suggested to be positively correlated with user satisfaction (Evans, 1976; 
Swanson, 1974). 
 
Goodhue et al. (2000) analyzed the link between the subjective measure of user evaluations 
and the objective measure of system effectiveness in mandatory use IS-systems. Goodhue et 
al. (2000) mention how user evaluation methods such as TAM, which stem from attitudinal- 
and behavioral theories, have made many contributions to the field of predicting IS use. 
However, models predicting IS use are obviously not applicable in environments where use is 
mandatory. Thus, more focus must be placed on individual performance when evaluating 
productivity. Regarding user satisfaction, Goodhue et al. (2000) state that while the initial 
assertion is that a satisfied worker will also be more productive, this is not fully supported by 
previous research; instead only a weak link between satisfaction and productivity has been 
found (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Igbaria & Tan, 1997). Furthermore, to come to the 
conclusion that increased user satisfaction will lead to increased productivity, we must also 
assume that increased systems use will lead to increased productivity (Goodhue et al., 2000). 
Since this is not always the case, Goodhue et al. (2000) doubts that there is a consistent link 
between information systems that satisfy the user, and the user’s individual productivity; if it 
exists, it is not yet fully proved. 
 
Gatian (1994) also examines the link between user satisfaction and effectiveness. She 
suggests that the implicit assumption made by managers and researchers is that satisfied users 
will perform better than dissatisfied users or users with a neural attitude, not only through 
higher productivity, but also through fewer errors. However; this assumption is built on 
research showing a link between job satisfaction and job performance. But the concepts of job 
satisfaction and user satisfaction can rarely be seen as equivalents: people can love their jobs, 
but hate the information system they use. To fill this gap in research, Gaitan (1994) provides 
the link showing a positive relationship between user satisfaction and individual effectiveness, 
through a quantitative questionnaire study performed a several universities and colleges. 
However, other research suggests that one should use caution when interpreting 
measurements of user satisfaction, because of possible misinterpretations (Vroom, 1964). 
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2.4 User satisfaction and frustration 
 
Brown et al. (2002) discuss mandatory IS use in a manner similar to Goodhue et al. (2000), 
and present the perceptions of ease of use and usefulness, first introduced by Davis (1989) in 
TAM as important factors when determining IS adoption. Brown et al. (2002) argues that 
even though these factors are generally seen as vital for IS adoption in voluntary use 
environments, their role in mandatory use environments has been largely neglected. In light of 
this, Brown et al. (2002) analyze a quantitative field study conducted in a bank’s mandatory 
use systems, and theorize that differences exist between the underlying relationships of 
traditional technology acceptance models and technology acceptance models applied to 
mandatory use environments. Even though the relationships of traditional technology 
acceptance models do not apply to mandatory use environments, Brown et al. (2002) motivate 
the study of user satisfaction in mandatory environments with a desire to minimize sabotage, 
and disloyalty to the organization, and thus all the resulting costs of such destructive behavior. 
 
This destructive behavior, described by Brown et al. (2002), is proposed as being a direct 
result of frustration in the Frustration-Aggression hypothesis by Dollard et al. (1939). 
Frustration can be described firstly as interference that prevents you from attaining a goal or 
performing a goal-oriented activity, and secondly as interference with maintaining this goal 
(Spector, 1978). Dollard et al. (1939) examines which factors contribute to the strength of the 
frustration, and finds that frustrations are stronger depending on the degree in which the goal 
is interfered, the frequency of these interferences, and how committed the individual is to the 
goal in question. Goal theory explains how experience, self-efficacy, and the importance of 
the goal are factors that affect the individual’s commitment to the goal (Lazar et al., 2006). 
Another factor influencing the strength of the frustration, not discussed by Dollard et al. 
(1939), is if the interference is intended or unintended. Pastore (1952), however, has shown 
that intentional interference increases the strength of frustration.  
 
Spector (1978) describes four major groups of responses to frustrations. The first and most 
common reaction is to try to find different means to reach the blocked goal. A second reaction 
is withdrawal from the situation, which means that the individual abandons the situation but 
finds another situation in which he or she can achieve the blocked goal; this is exemplified in 
studies showing the link between high frustration and high turnover (Spector, 1975). A third 
reaction to frustration is to abandon the goal entirely, which is more common when the goal is 
not that important to the individual. The fourth and perhaps most dangerous reaction is 
aggression. This is also the most studied response, and one which can take many forms. It has 
been shown that the strength of the frustration greatly influences the probability of an 
aggressive response (Buss, 1963; Spector et al., 1975). Another factor influencing the 
probability of an aggressive response is the perceived likelihood of punishment, however; the 
target of the aggressive reaction may in case of high perceived likelihood of punishment shift 
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to a target which is perceived as “safer” (Graham et al., 1951; Gambaro & Rabin, 1969). 
Spector (1978) describes different aggressive responses in organizational settings. The first 
possible aggressive organizational reaction is strikes, which has been examined by Murphy 
(1972) in a study of two school districts. Another possible aggressive reaction in 
organizations is sabotage, which has been linked to frustration in a study by Spector (1975). 
DiBattista (1989) studies causes of sabotage in organizations, and finds that conflict with 
management almost always is the main motivator for sabotage. This conflict may stem from 
resentment because of feelings of unjustness, or because of lack of co-determination in 
questions that directly involve the employee. Analoui (1995) shows that there are many forms 
of sabotage, which can include both acts of deviance and destruction, but ultimately can be 
defined as an act meant to inhibit production. However, while of unconventional form, 
Analoui (1995) believes that an act of sabotage mainly is an expression of discontent in the 
workplace, and that it therefore can be managed. Ways to manage the risk of sabotage can be 
either through the creation of an effective organization form, or through improved relations 
between management and workers (Analoui, 1995). 
 
Another motivation for sabotage that has been around since the early days of industrialization 
is exemplified by the acts of luddism. Luddites were members of a social movement in 
England, who protested against technology and the changes it made in their lives by 
performing acts of sabotage. Their name reigns from a fictional character called Ned Ludd, 
who according to an 19th century English tale had in rage broken a pair of stocking frames 
when they wouldn’t work properly. A more recent expression of luddism are the acts of 
violence performed by Theodore Kaczynski, more commonly known as the UNA-bomber, 
who started a bombing campaign targeted at modern technology in the name of neo-luddistic 
philisophies. While Neo-luddism conveys negative feelings against technology on 
philosophical and principal terms, in luddism the anti-technological opinion stems from 
peoples natural attempt for self-preservation. Acts of luddism, like sabotaging a machine, 
were made in order for the people to keep their jobs and not be replaced by a machine that 
from their point of view might impair on their personal situation. (Jones, 2006) 
 
Korman (1971) discusses frustration and dissatisfaction, and due to the similarity between 
definitions of dissatisfaction and sources of frustration, he considers dissatisfaction to be a 
form of frustration. In an early account, Vroom (1964) makes a similar point when he 
demonstrates how job dissatisfaction may lead to both turnover and a high degree of 
absenteeism, and thus showing that dissatisfaction and frustration are linked. 
 
When discussing causes of frustration in an IS-perspective, Kling (2000) finds that poorly 
designed interfaces, lack of technical skill, and lack of user support are to blame. Preece et al. 
(2002) also recognize software crashes, unclear error messages, and misleading interfaces as 
main causes of frustration during computer usage. These interferences may cause a person to 
waste time, and their goals may be hindered. In a study measuring frustrating experiences in 
computer users, Ceaparu et al. (2004) finds that the time lost due to software- and hardware 
crashes, problems ranged between 47-53%, and even when disregarding the most extreme 
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cases, where almost all time were spent on problem solving, the time lost was still more than 
38%. This would, as mentioned above, lead to feelings of frustration (Lazar et al., 2006). 
 
 
 
2.5 Summary 
 
Based on the theoretical exposition given above, a theoretical basis for our study is presented 
below in table 2.1: 
Table 2.1 – The theoretical basis 
Occurs when a goal is reached. User satisfaction 
Difficult to measure with too strict questions, due to the risk of missing out on 
facts that are important to the individual users. 
Productivity A partial link between user satisfaction and increased productivity has been 
found. This motivates it as a factor for considering user satisfaction 
Occurs when goals are blocked 
Has been compared to user dissatisfaction 
Frustration 
The strength of the frustration depends on: 
- To what extent the goal is interfered with 
- The frequency of the interference 
- If the interference is intended or unintended 
Sabotage Is described as a response to strong frustration 
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3 Methodology 
 
 
 
3.1 Research design 
 
This study was done with a qualitative basis, a choice that was based on several different key 
factors. Ever since quantitative research made an entry in the non-engineering fields of 
science, the use of qualitative research methods has historically seen limited use in relevance 
to its quantitative counterparts. The majority of publicized research stems from studies 
conducted in a quantitative manner, and thus has led to it becoming the de-facto norm during 
survey supported research (Silverman, 2009). However, our research and questions that we 
want answered are of the type where qualitative forms of research methods are preferred and 
brings with them data that might not otherwise be collected. According to Miles & Huberman 
(1994) the use of qualitative methods has been found far superior when it comes to evolved, 
in-depth explanations and descriptions of a situation or circumstance, also the qualitative 
research methods in general proved to be more open for unexpected results or previously 
unanticipated insights. When using qualitative methods, researchers do not have to have to 
have a previously formed picture of what targets or results the data collection will have 
(Burnard, 1994; Field & Morse, 1985). Since we are interviewing employees on different 
hierarchical positions and with different types of contracts there could be an issue of bias.  
Field & Morse (1985) point out the fact that if there is a suspicion of possible bias due to 
difference of positions or backgrounds, qualitative studies tend to be better for analyzing why 
that is and making it easier to weigh that bias in during analysis.  
 
 
 
3.2 Research Site 
	  
3.2.1 Choosing the Company 
	  
Our main reason for choosing this company as the setting for our study was that one of the 
authors has previously worked there as a consultant warehouse worker, and thus had been 
made aware of the recent implementation of a new order picking system, and also had some 
contact with both workers and managers. One might argue that these already established 
relationships with some interviewees are giving the study a bias. Morse (1994) denounces 
studies made at the researcher’s own workplace, and argues that the dual roles might place the 
researcher in a position that might compromise the study. Similarly, Mehra (2002) describes 
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how a researcher with a previous relationship with the interviewee might not ask as much as 
they otherwise would, because they feel like they already understand the subject, and thus 
losing some of the personal opinions that the interviewee might have expressed. However, 
Mehra (2002) also suggests that the insider role might help the participants trust the 
interviewer, and that they therefore will provide more honest answers. In addition, neither of 
us is at the moment full members of the organization examined, and thus some of the 
difficulties of having dual roles are not applicable. Also, Brannick & Coghlan (2007) argue 
that studies in familiar environments, and with subjects with whom one has a previous 
relation, are more valid than previous researchers have argued. However, to avoid bias, one 
must always reflect on one’s role in the study (Brannick & Coghlan, 2007). Throughout the 
study, we considered possible bias, and actively tried to avoid them by for example letting the 
person that had not had previous contact with the company structure and evaluate the results 
that would later be used for analysis. 
 
The fact that we chose only one company in which to conduct our study raises some 
questions. While Yin (1994) states that there is no minimum number of cases needed in a 
study, he presses researchers to find the best method possible in the setting they have chosen. 
In this study, there is also a question of generalizability. With generalizability, we refer to 
how findings from a study can be translated to include a larger population. Myers (2000) 
addresses this question, and finds that only partial generalizations can be made from 
qualitative studies with a limited data collection. However, these kinds of studies do not claim 
to be generalizable in the same way as quantitative studies; instead they have other features 
which validate them. These features include theory-building by either validating or 
invalidating theories, and adding to the collective experience of researchers (Myers, 2000), 
which is exactly what we try to achieve. 
 
3.2.2 The Company 
 
Our study was conducted in a company providing warehouse and internal wholesale services 
for their parent company, which in turn manages a majority of the grocery stores in Norway. 
Established in the late sixties the warehouse had early 2009, around 230 employees in house, 
including the truck drivers transporting items around the region to any of their 1300 clients. 
The environment inside of the warehouse contains around 15000 storage compartments, each 
with the capacity of one pallet and individually filled with any type of items that can be found 
at a grocery store. The category of the items is wide spread, ranging from light bulbs and grill 
charcoal all the way to eggs and meat. The warehouse is divided into three major 
compartments, the “warm storage-”, the “cold storage-” and finally the “frozen storage 
compartment”. Every aisle is coded using the standard NATO phonetic alphabet while every 
pallet place has an individual identification number and a three-numbered confirmation code. 
In order to keep up with the demand there are over 115 order picker and stock fillers driving 
around in special trucks. The traffic is therefore heavy and on busy days can result in small 
cue lines building in the alleys adding an element of stress. The environment can often be 
quite noisy for the pickers not only due to the reoccurring heavy traffic but also due to the 
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vast fan cooling systems in the cold and frozen storage compartments. The pickers task during 
working hours is to receive an order with a list of items, acquire an empty pallet, which they 
place on their truck. They then according to the order drive around the warehouse picking and 
stacking various amounts of items on to these pallets, finishing of by manually wrapping the 
pallets up and placing them on one of the 37 loading ramps in the warehouse.  
 
The picking orders are received executed and finished by using a recently introduced system 
called Talkman® produced by Vocollect. This is a voice-controlled system for gathering 
items for the individual orders. The system is an addition to the existing order system, which 
although being computerized, previously forced the pickers to print out a physical copy of 
every single order on stickers. These stickers pointed out the location of every item and were 
then applied onto every item when stacked on the pickers pallet. The addition of Talkman® 
took away the element of the users having to print out a physical copy of the order, which was 
now done by receiving it via audio. Starting up every day the pickers put on a microphone and 
headphone and log into the system using their voice and hearing for the navigation in the 
virtual menus. When logging in, the user receives an order to collect. The Norwegian female 
computer-generated voice tells the pickers what kind of order it is, in what zone it will be 
picked and what the appropriate type of pallet or pallets should be. The pickers then receive 
the first coordinates for picking the items. Using a combination of the phonetic alphabet for 
the aisle name and an identification number for the individual pallet places, the pickers can 
locate it and then read out the confirmation code that is printed on the pallet location itself. If 
this confirmation code is correct, the computer-generated voice will answer with what amount 
of this specific item the picker should stack, and if the picker has the ability to take on two 
orders at the same time (depending on the truck size), the system voice tells him or her on 
which of the two pallets the item should be placed.  
 
For every time the pickers receive a command, they have to answer with “OK” in order to 
confirm that they have received the information. If the picker makes a mistake or mishears 
how many items should be picked, they can use a repeat command, which appropriately 
repeats the last command voiced from the system. This command only works one step back, 
and additionally does not work in every part of the procedure. For example, repetition of the 
information is possible if the pickers want to know the last amount of items they was 
supposed to pick, but there is no possibility to repeat the information telling which of the two 
pallets the item was supposed to be placed at, without resorting to another type of system 
located in remote parts of the warehouse. After the last item is picked, the system tells the 
picker that the order is completed and on which loading ramp the pallet should be parked. 
When the pickers arrive, they read up another confirmation code that is printed by the ramp, 
and if everything is correct the system tells them that the order is finished and the picker then 
receives a new order repeating the entire process. 
 
It is important for the pickers to maintain this flow since the system is connected to their time 
stamping system, which records when the pickers come and leave work and also what type of 
work is done. This is done manually by swiping a magnetic card and selecting what type of 
User	  satisfaction	  in	  mandatory	  use	  IS	  environments	  
Ericson	  &	  Leufstedt	  
19	  
	  
work the picker is aiming for on one of several terminals throughout the facility. The selection 
of work type is crucial because of an existing bonus system which links the digital time 
stamps to the rate of picking at the warehouse. Different work types and bonuses are for the 
different compartments, to be able to receive any stats for the picking and the connected, 
bonus the pickers must select the specific work type and what compartment they will be 
working in. 
 
The bonus system is based on a variable standard picking rate the worker should be achieving. 
This is based on a series of variable and very complex calculations, which take into account 
what type of items are picked, the distance between them and also their position level on the 
pallet-shelf. Based on the variable calculated rate for the picker, there is a linear bonus scale 
that grows for every percent the pickers outpace it by. This bonus feature is not activated and 
freezes when selecting other types of work, like cleaning or counting the inventory. Also, it is 
designed to apply only for those hours that the workers are doing actual picking work. Every 
week, all of the workers receive a personal note with their individual as well as collective 
performance statistics. This is done in order for the pickers to know whether they are stay 
within their margins of productivity. If a picker achieves below 100% of the calculated 
picking rate they do not receive any bonus but it does not affect their fixed monthly salary in a 
negative way. These statistics are also used during regular performance reviews with their 
respective team leader in a managerial position during which the pickers performance is 
discussed. For permanent employees this occurs once a month, while consultants go through 
them on a weekly basis. The statistical data recording is mandatory during use of the picking 
system, but if a picker is feeling sick or is injured, he or she can request not to be recorded for 
a limited couple of days. 
 
 
3.2.3 The interviewees 
 
We chose six persons from all spectrums of the organization for our interviews, including 
permanent employees, temporary employees and management. Our reason for doing this was 
to deepen our understanding of the new information system by examining if differences in 
opinions exist between the different groups. If differences existed, we wanted to understand 
why, so that we could try to determine whether they had an impact on our study or not. Rubin 
& Rubin (2005) discuss the importance of choosing interviewees who are experienced and 
knowledgeable about the subject, and to listen to what these interviewees say and ask follow-
up questions about their answers rather than from a sheet of questions. They also suggest that 
one should select interviewees who have different or even contradicting views, to get a deeper 
understanding of the problem and to thus further validate ones research. These different views 
can be achieved by interviewing people with different key characteristics. We have chosen 
interviewees from different hierarchical positions, and interviewees with a different amount of 
work experience. According to Field & Morse (1985), selecting the number of interviewees 
should always be adapted to what information is wished to be acquired and what kind of 
research methodology is chosen. Although the number of people we have interviewed is small 
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and selected or even handpicked in relation to any types of quantitative research, Field & 
Morse (1985) suggest that the choice of interviewed subjects during qualitative research does 
not necessitate the selection to be neither big nor random. On the contrary, when doing 
qualitative research, the selection of people should be small and selected. Researchers should 
choose “informants” who on one hand are in some kind of key positions or have hands-on 
experience with a specific phenomenon and on another other hand are willing to talk open. 
Our chosen interviewees already had an established relationship with one of the authors, 
which we feel would provide openness during the interview. According to Field & Morse 
(1985) it is a good idea for the interviewed subjects to be selected for their recognized relation 
of trust with the researcher.	  
	  
	  
	  
3.3 Data collection 
 
Burnard (1994) mentions that one of the most common ways of gathering the more qualitative 
type of data is by utilizing an interview, which itself could be structured in a large variety of 
ways. All the way from a rigorous structured manner to a completely open ended or even 
spontaneous type of interview. Jacobsen (2002) states that a heavily structured interview 
might enhance the risk of the interviewer restricting the results in a negative or biased way. 
This was one of our main reasons for choosing a more open type, especially since one of the 
authors had practical experience with the system being studied. In recent years researchers 
have gotten a vast amount of interviewing possibilities to choose from, examples being instant 
messaging, telephones or the traditional face-to-face variant. Even though telephone studies 
have become the main mode of data collection during surveys, the face-to-face type of 
interviews is still the main interviewing technique of choice when pursuing qualitative 
interviewing (Groves, 1990; Chapple, 1999).  For our purposes, the telephone interview has 
the advantages of reaching and accessing people that otherwise would not be available due to 
wide geographical distances, it enables interviewing subjects across financial and 
geographical borders and although having limitations and described as a less attractive 
alternative, is often used as a worthy substitute for the face to face variant (Svenning, 2003).  
 
Although our choice of interviewing method is narrowed down by several factors, there are a 
couple of absolute benefits with telephone interviewing. A non face-to-face interview 
enhances the feeling of anonymity by not letting the interviewer seeing them and also reduces 
any types of social pressures of meeting people or being in an unfamiliar environment, which 
in result proved to increase the rate of rapport. As we were seeking the kind of information 
from participants that could result in trouble for the subject if his or her identity was revealed, 
layers of distance between researchers and interviewees have been argued to have the 
desirable properties to generate the relaxed setting we were seeking. (McCoyd & Kerson, 
2006) 
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Other limitations of a telephone interview are especially bound to the fact that even though 
the communication is synchronous, enabling instant responses or evolving and adding to a 
question during an actual answer, the geographical placement is still asynchronous. This 
might reduce the possibility of reading visual social cues like anxiety, resilience to questions 
through face expressions or other types of body language (Svenning, 2003). However we have 
concentrated on other social cues such as voice and intonation, which coupled with word 
selection, had to be used to try to determine the emotion of the interviewed subject. 
 
Because of the multi-national nature of our research, with our native tongue being Swedish, 
the interviews conducted in Norwegian Bokmål and the paper itself being presented in 
English, various degrees of translations have occurred. Due to the cultural and lingual 
resemblance between the Norway and Sweden, our questions were formulated in Swedish and 
then adjusted to Norwegian Bokmål with the help of third-party Norwegian natives, 
discussing the meaning of each question to make sure interpretations would be the same. This 
help was also consulted in order to validate the English translated quotes that occur in our 
findings. Adding to this, we feel that the former experience in the Norwegian Bokmål 
language of one of the authors further reduced the threat of not interpreting the subjects in a 
correct manor. 
 
When recording qualitative telephone surveys Burnard (1994) mentions two kind of 
possibilities for recording unstructured interviews. One can either record the voices during the 
interview via some kind of attachment or alternatively manually take notes during the 
interview in the form of total transcription of the conversation or comments. For practical and 
economic reasons we used Skype, a VOIP solution to call and record telephone interviews. 
This enabled us to easily arrange conference calls with a subject; this type of three-way 
communication enabled one of us to actively interview the subject whilst the other could 
come with occasional supplementing question, but otherwise focus on seamlessly noting 
down key reactions or intonations during the answers which one otherwise could forget even 
when re-listening to the interviews. The use of Skype as a conferencing tool also enabled us to 
record and store our interviews digitally for any kind of further review, and maybe most 
importantly for easy backup purposes. 
	  
	  
	  
3.4 Data Analysis 
 
The theoretical backbone of previous research was used in conjunction with the subsequent 
processes, and stood as a set of tools to be referred to throughout the paper to produce the best 
ground for analysis possible. They were especially usable during the data collection parts 
where each interview question that was formulated could be accepted or dismissed by seeing 
if there were relevant connections to theories previously mentioned. Also, during research or 
interviews, we made several new discoveries and connections related to our issue. This 
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brought in an element of iteration where we completed our theoretical backbone with the 
relevant parts, which gave us a more valid ground for analysis. Iteration also played a big role 
during the interviews, where discoveries from one interviewee could make the basis for new 
questions for the next interview. To some degree iteration took place in all of the parts of the 
study, constantly improving and adjusting to fit and concur with the results of the finished 
paper. Finally all of this was followed by an analysis and conclusion, sealing the connection 
between the purpose of conducting the study and the observations that have been made, 
putting it in context with earlier research, and making sure that our findings and analysis 
match up with the theoretical parts presented earlier.  
 
As we were conducting a semi-structured interview, it was important to predefine what 
information was vital to retrieve, regardless of how the interview played out in the end. This 
categorization was achieved through creating questions drawn from the theories that we have 
previously presented. But because of the semi-structured nature of the interviews, where 
participants often were free to speak and return to previously mentioned issues, answers 
corresponding to the categories did not always come in the predefined order. In order to make 
sure that any relation of data to our theories was not overlooked, we made use of these 
categories by utilizing them as an overlay on top of the transcriptions and notes, when 
working on our analysis. As stated by Backman (1998), the use of themes will help with 
disregarding purely descriptive and trivial statements in order to concentrate on extracting the 
data that help to build a picture of underlying reasons for actions or statements. 
 
As described above, the user interview instrument (appendix 1) was designed with 
consideration to our theoretical basis presented earlier in table 2.1, to be able to better analyse 
the results. This basis was used to develop a number of questions which should cover the 
areas in existing literature we had found interesting and could prove valuable for our study. 
Below, in table 3.1, the theoretical basis, with the corresponding questions from our user 
interview instrument are presented. 
 
The questions that are included in the user interview instrument, but not presented below, 
were either of an introducing character, or meant to try to determine to what extent users felt 
the management had considered the problems the users experienced. 
 
The management interview instrument (appendix 2) was not designed with consideration to 
our theoretical basis, but rather with consideration of what the users had told us during our 
previous interviews. This resulted in questions about whether the management had considered 
user aspects or not, why the system was introduced, and also about PSL, the bonus system. 
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Table 3.1 – The theoretical basis and user interview instrument 
Occurs when a goal is reached. What is your goal with working at 
the warehouse? 
User satisfaction 
Difficult to measure with too strict 
questions, due to the risk of missing 
out on facts that are important to the 
individual users. 
Are you satisfied with the system? 
Productivity A partial link between user satisfaction 
and increased productivity has been 
found. This motivates it as a factor for 
considering user satisfaction 
Are you more or less productive 
now, compared to when using the 
old system? 
Occurs when goals are blocked What is your goal with working at 
the warehouse?  
 
Do these problems hinder you in 
your work and goals? (A question 
if problems occur was asked 
earlier) 
Has been compared to user 
dissatisfaction 
 
Frustration 
The strength of the frustration depends 
on: 
To what extent the goal is interfered 
with 
The frequency of the interference 
If the interference is intended or 
unintended 
Do you ever experience problems 
with the system?  
 
How should the system be 
improved? What is wrong with it? 
 
Which problems do you 
experience?  
 
How long time do these problems 
take to fix?  
 
How often do the problems occur?  
 
Whose fault do you feel these 
problems are? 
Sabotage Is described as a response to strong 
frustration 
How do you react when problems 
occur?  
 
How do these problems influence 
your workday? 
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3.5 Quality  
 
3.5.1 Criticism of sources  
 
According to Thurén (2005) the purpose of source criticism is to have control over your facts. 
Throughout the paper, we questioned ourselves how we knew something, and constantly 
made evaluations regarding the reliability of literature or other information gathered. We have 
presented the literature used with the purpose of revealing the origin of our knowledge and 
theories. Sources in our case have been ranging from theoretical literature all the way to the 
people that got interviewed. Although these differ in a lot of ways, we have aimed to use 
mostly the same set of rationales, no matter the type.  
 
In this study, we have made use of Thurén’s principals (2005), where a series of four main 
issues are considered while practicing source criticism are presented. These are authenticity, 
chronological relation, independence and freedom from tendencies. When reviewing our 
sources and checking for authenticity, we have attempted to make sure that the source is 
exactly what it claims to be. Furthermore, when controlling the chronological relation we 
have made note of when asking people of events and issues that might had happened a while 
ago, the information could be diffuse and unclear, and was therefore used with more 
precaution. This was fitting when interviewing the users about details during the 
implementation phase that occurred more about six months prior to the interviews. If minor 
differences were found we have relied more on what the majority of the interviewed subjects 
have answered. When factoring in independence we weighted in the extent of our sources’ 
ability to stand on its own. Freedom from tendencies meant that precautions should be taken 
when there could be suspicion of a source gaining on political, economic or other grounds, 
through manipulating the true picture This was fitting when doing the interviews on the 
managerial side where a negative comment does not portray a good image of the company, 
and the interviewee may hinder or distort the information to suit their personal interests. This 
was also considered in particular when reviewing articles or literature coming from the 
producer of the system itself. 
 
 
3.5.2 Ethics 
 
The ethical aspects of in what way data should be collected and presented has been of 
importance during all of the processes in the essay. When contacting employees both on 
management and user level we have we have begun with disclosing our identities, intentions 
for contacting them, the purpose of the paper itself and where it will be published. While we 
have explained that everything mentioned during the interviews will be recorded but kept 
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anonymous, we have also stated that participation is completely voluntary and that if the 
subject does not feel comfortable answering a question he or she is not obligated in doing so.  
Since criticism or negative comments on company policies could result in unwanted exposure 
for these employees, the anonymity is of high priority; if names or other information that 
could lead to identification of the interviewee was disclosed, we have censored these parts, 
this while making sure that the content of what was said stayed the same. 
 
 
 
3.6 Summary 
	  
In this chapter, the methodology of the study was discussed. We used semi-structured 
telephone interviews to conduct a qualitative study on user satisfaction with a mandatory use 
IS system at a warehouse company in Norway. Both the choice of research site and 
interviewees were contemplated, and aspects of source criticism and ethics were taken into 
account.
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4 Results 
 
 
 
During the interviews, many opinions were voiced. The general opinion, though, was that the 
workers were content with the new system, but even though there were many positive aspects 
of the new system, many interviewees also had experienced problems of both technical and 
social nature, some of which could be very frustrating. When discussing the management’s 
attitude towards user satisfaction, some users perceived the management to be considerate of 
the workers, while others had perceived that the management to completely disregard user 
attitudes. The complete findings are presented below. The chapter will start with descriptions 
and reflections of the implementation process and the training the workers received. 
Secondly, it will be followed by an account the workday, the problems that might arise, the 
possible solutions to these and also how the workers perceived both problems and solutions. 
Thirdly, there will be a part presenting different reflections on the management’s view on user 
satisfaction. Lastly, there will be a summary of our findings. 
 
 
 
4.1 Implementation and training 
 
4.1.1 Implementation 
	  
The studied company’s new voice-controlled system for gathering items in a warehouse, 
Talkman®, is a system used by many companies providing warehouse services. It had 
previously been introduced into the company’s daily activities, and the local warehouse 
examined in this study was the last of the company’s warehouses to receive and implement 
the system. Due to the many warehouses that had already implemented the system with 
success, the workers of this particular warehouse had little to say when it came to choice and 
implementation of the system. The decision was made by the company’s central management, 
and workers were neither asked to help with the choice of system, nor to leave feedback 
during the implementation process or during the initial period of working with it. The only 
user evaluation that took place was the team leader’s informal questions if the workers 
thought the systems worked well.  
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4.1.2 Training 
 
During the first stages of the implementation process, a few workers were sent to another 
warehouse to be trained in the new system, and thus becoming super-users that would train 
the others. When they returned, the other permanent employees received an introduction to 
the new system, which consisted of an orientation course with a short run-through, followed 
by a half hour of actual work with the system under the oversight of a super-user. The 
consultants were similarly given a short introduction by an experienced user, which they later 
on also could ask for help. Generally, the interviewees believed the system was easy to learn. 
However, even though the workers received some training, they were only taught the parts of 
the system they needed: 
 
Regarding the system per se, well… I don’t understand it to 100%. I only understand the 
parts of the system which are important to me. (appendix 4, sentence 34) 
 
Even though the worker did not fully understand the system, he believed that the parts that he 
really needed had been explained to him. However, this user also believed that there were 
parts of the system that were not actually needed in his work, but still could be useful. He 
therefore questioned why he only was taught parts of the system, believing there were several 
features that could improve his work, and that the company should have considered the users 
more during the implementation: 
 
Maybe the system is created perfectly with its control numbers and the fact that it tells 
you when something is wrong. But still, there is a person working with the system. The 
human factor is important! (a4; s34) 
	  
By the human factor, the worker did not mean that people have limitations, but rather that the 
system should have an easy to understand design and be easy to use. This, interestingly 
enough, did not mean that he blamed the system for some of the problems that occurred, but 
rather blamed himself for not being concentrated enough. 
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4.2 The workday – advantages and disadvantages with the system 
 
When being asked to describe a workday with the new system, the interviewees gave 
simplistic answers, describing how they come to work at 7, put on headsets, log in to the 
system by speaking a command and a personal four number code, and then start picking the 
items the system’s automated voice tells them to. The voice tells the workers where to go, 
what to pick, and how much of each item to pick for every order. All the workers have to do 
is to confirm the voice’s commands. This is done for eight hours a day, until the workers log 
out of the system by speaking another command. 
 
4.2.1 The advantages 
 
Many interviewees expressed making money as their primary goal when working at the 
warehouse. Two consultants expressed it very clearly: 
 
It’s the money… almost only the money… or only the money, I would say. (a6, s31) 
 
Well, the goal was to work, to get a tempo which was as high as possible. […] To pack as 
much as possible in one day, and thus increase your PSL, which was a kind of bonus 
system. (a3; s35) 
 
By working hard they would receive both their regular salary as well as a commission, due to 
PSL, the bonus system that was in place. The bonus the workers received was proportional to 
the amount of items picked, and many interviewees therefore expressed the increased 
effectiveness of the new system as a very positive aspect: 
 
Of course I work more efficiently with this system, about 10000 items more with this 
system. You get less tired and it all gets more efficient. (a4; s46) 
 
With labels it took over an hour, with the voice controlled system it takes maybe 35-40 
minutes. This is a big advantage; time means everything in a warehouse. (a4; s16) 
 
The higher effectiveness of the new system was also recognized by a person in the 
warehouse’s management, who explained that effectiveness and quality were the main 
reasons for introducing the new system, and that on an average, a worker now picked 177 
items an hour, as opposed to 152 items an hour before the system was implemented. The 
increase in effectiveness was perceived by the workers to be due to several positive aspects of 
the new system. Firstly, you have two free hands to work with and could thus pick items 
faster, as opposed to when using a list-based system where you had to hold the list in one 
hand and pick with the other. Secondly, the time it took driving between parts of the 
warehouse was rendered more effective by the system. Thirdly, the system produced almost 
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flawless results, with very few misplaced items, and thus reduced the time it took to fix 
problems later. One worker also expressed satisfaction with being able to increase the speed 
of the automated voice, and thus work faster.  
 
The bonus system, PSL, motivated many of these positive attitudes to the effectiveness of the 
system. Two workers expressed their views on the bonus system: 
 
I guess, otherwise maybe you wouldn’t have cared, otherwise maybe you wouldn’t have 
cared as much what orders you got. You would only have picked in a leisurely pace all 
the time. (a6; s33) 
 
I get extra money and can handle my expenses better! You get more motivated to be 
effective! (a4; s52) 
 
Because there was a bonus system in place, the workers were very motivated to work 
faster, and thus earn more money. If the bonus system hadn’t existed, one interviewee 
believed that the work pace would have slowed down considerably, and few workers 
would have cared about productivity. 
 
4.2.2 The disadvantages 
 
While expressing many positive feelings toward the system, some negative aspects were also 
mentioned. These included both technical- and social problems. The problem mentioned 
regarding the social aspects of work was expressed by a consultant who felt isolated in his 
work and only could talk to “her”, the system’s automated voice: 
 
You were only supposed to talk to her all day. As soon as someone else got there or 
something happened, you were forced to pause her or just ignore that she went bananas 
over the fact that you talked to others, because she thought you were talking to her. (a7; 
s18) 
 
However, this consultant was alone in his observation; other reports of problems were of a 
more technical nature. One permanent worker complained that the system sometimes locked 
up, and just beeped for a period of time, during which he could not work. Discontent was also 
expressed with the system’s voice recognition system. Some numbers were not recognized 
and had to be repeated over and over, which many workers expressed was both irritating and 
frustrating. Both these problems were reoccurring, but according to one worker, some efforts 
had been made to fix them. He had been given the task to fill out a form with the date, time, 
and place for every time the system locked up over the period of three days. This was then 
reported to system experts in Oslo, who worked on fixing these problems. Similarly, the 
problems with voice recognition had been reported to the experts in Oslo, and some changes 
had been made. However, our interviewee did not know which these changes were, only that 
they had been done and that he at the beginning of next week was supposed to re-read 
commands to the system in order to improve the voice recognition. Furthermore, one worker 
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complained about the headset’s fit. After having them on for a whole day, his ears would hurt. 
This, however, had also been fixed, since new headsets had been ordered and would arrive 
soon. 
 
The problems that had not been addressed by management were also many. One consultant 
worker mentioned that there was no way to sort the list of items the automated voice told you 
to pick. You had to pick them in the order the system told you to. This meant that sometimes 
fragile items would be picked first, and heavier items would be picked later, which certainly 
would break the more fragile items if placed on top. When this happened you might have had 
to rearrange all the items on your truck, and you lost valuable working time. The one thing 
almost all workers mentioned as being disruptive in their work was the fact that you had to be 
concentrated all the time in order to be able to get every order right and no items would be 
incorrectly sorted. If your mind wandered even the slightest, everything could get confused: 
 
It easily happened that you thought of other stuff, said one item, and then totally forgot 
where you were. Suddenly you had 10 items in your arms and 20 on the floor. And you 
had no clue about anything. (a6; s18) 
 
This was not an uncommon problem; the workers experienced a lack of concentration several 
times a day, and when this happened, problems occurred. The reason for this was by one 
consultant suggested to be because of their monotonous workday, only communicating with 
the system’s automated voice, “her”: 
 
It got a little monotonous, considering the only communication you had during your 
workday was with her. And when she.. when you are supposed to pick about ten… eh.. 
thousand items a day, then of course sometimes you disconnect and miss what “she” says. 
And this happened several times a day! (a5; 23) 
 
When a worker had missed something, there were several ways to act. The permanent 
workers all explained how they had to drive to a computer terminal and check the order 
manually to be able to get back to their actual work. The consultants however, had different 
approaches. Some would do exactly like the permanent employees, while others, if they did 
not know exactly how to check their order on the terminals, had to ask a team leader. Another 
approach was to all together ignore the fact that you had picked the wrong items with the 
motivation “It took too much time” (a7; s42).  
 
The reactions to this problem were met with both stress and frustration because of time lost. 
Even though it only took a few minutes to correct an error, it happened several times a day, 
and as one consultant expressed it: “A minute […] was worth several Norwegian kronor!” 
(a7; s44). 
 
When asked what could be better with the system, most workers wanted to fix the problems 
that occurred when concentration lapsed. One consultant suggested a supplementing handheld 
device, while others wanted the possibility to go one step back in their voice controlled 
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system, to be able to repeat the last order. Some also suggested that further training was 
necessary to be able to fully take advantage of the system. However, some consultants also 
recognized the dangers with being able to give the systems other commands: 
 
I believe the system is built this way, so that you can’t go back too much, because it’s 
more effective this way. (a6; s18) 
 
You would risk standing still for a longer time, because you could get lost in the system 
(a7; s46) 
	  
An interviewee in a management position seemed to agree with these workers, since he 
expressed a wish to reduce the number of commands the workers could use. By doing this, 
our interviewee hoped to minimize information that he felt was unnecessary to the worker, 
and thus reduce confusion and increase effectiveness. As was mentioned above, some users 
were concerned with the relative little training they had received, and wanted to be able to use 
more commands. As opposed to this, management wanted to reduce the number of possible 
commands, a point in which workers and management clearly differed. 
 
 
4.3 Management and user satisfaction 
 
While many workers expressed discontent with several features of the system, the fact that 
you were not able to go back a step being the most prominent one, very little feedback seemed 
to be given to the team leaders and the company management. Neither problems that needed 
fixing, nor suggestions for improvements had been reported to the management by any of our 
interviewees. The only feedback they had given was on the system in general. The fact that 
consultant workers did not give any feedback was explained by their short term employment 
and lack of loyalty to the company: 
 
It didn’t feel like (the company) was my life in any way, so I didn’t need to get deeply 
involved (a7; s79) 
 
The reason the permanent workers did not report problems in a higher extent was not given. 
However, a consultant expressed a few thoughts that might be applied to both groups: 
 
Everyone was in a hurry all the time. You couldn’t stand there talking about how the 
system worked for an hour. I was in a hurry home, and when you were there on paid 
working hours, you didn’t want to do tasks you didn’t get paid for, and when you didn’t 
work you wanted to go home. […] Moreover, I felt like I wouldn’t get a good response, 
so I didn’t care. (a6; s37) 
 
This statement, that you always had to hurry or else you would lose money, was a reflection 
that was a reoccurring throughout the interviews, and stemmed from the bonus system was in 
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place that rewarded the workers depending on how many items they had picked. When an 
interviewee in a management position was asked about this bonus system, he confirmed that it 
had been introduced as a way to increase effectiveness by motivating the workers to earn 
more money. This interviewee also believed most of the workers were satisfied with the 
bonus system, seeing it as an opportunity rather than something causing the workers to feel 
higher degrees of stress. 
 
Our interviewee in a management position believed that the workers were satisfied with the 
new system for picking items as well, expressing only a few concerns that had been brought 
to his attention. Among other things he mentioned the concentration issue, how the worker 
had to be constantly concentrated not to forget something. However, this was seen as a 
smaller issue that resulted in little more than some confusion for the worker.  
 
 
 
4.3 Summary 
 
Throughout our interviews, the positive relationship between the bonus system and the 
effectiveness of the new voice-controlled system was expressed. Many interviewees were 
satisfied with the new system, because it made them work more efficiently, and thus earning 
them more money. However, a few problems with the system were still voiced, the most 
prominent being that the user had to be constantly concentrated not to forget where to place a 
item you just picked. When this occurred, the user had to ask the system to take a step back, 
and when this did not work, look up the order at a computer terminal. This was, however, 
seen as a small issue by the warehouse’s management. 
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5 Analysis and discussion 
	  
	  
	  
5.1 User satisfaction and productivity 
	  
This study set out to examine the role of user satisfaction in mandatory use IS environments. 
Other studies dealing with user satisfaction in an organizational environment tend to focus on 
the link between user satisfaction and productivity. However; while the initial assertion is that 
a higher degree of user satisfaction will lead to higher productivity, several studies show that 
there only is a weak link between the two.  
 
In the case of the voice-controlled system for picking items in the studied company’s 
warehouse, user satisfaction was a small issue. While the users were relatively satisfied with 
the system, there were still issues that hindered them in their work, and which they believed 
needed to be taken care of. Still, the warehouse’s management regarded these issues as 
relatively unimportant, and that they just caused the workers some irritation. Some issues had 
already been taken care of by systems experts. However, these were issues that demanded 
relatively little meddling with the system’s functions, such as improving the speech 
recognition by making the workers re-read all the commands for the system. The issues that 
had not been taken care of were those that needed more of an interference with the system, for 
example adding new functions. Similarly, the users at the warehouse were not deeply 
involved during the implementation of the system, and were not formally asked to give any 
extensive feedback. In a similar manner to Brown et al. (2002), we believe that the 
management’s reluctance to handle some issues that might lead to a higher degree of 
satisfaction among the users, and to include the users in any activity regarding the system 
more than necessary, is because they simply do not have to. In a voluntary use system, a high 
degree of user satisfaction has been argued, most notably by Davis (1989) in the technology 
acceptance model (TAM), to be essential for the successful increase of productivity by a 
system; however, in a mandatory use information system environment such as the one 
examined, we argue that actively maintaining a degree of user satisfaction may be of little 
importance. However, even though the measurements introduced by TAM do not seem to be 
applicable in this environment, the added measurements introduced in TAM2 may still be 
useful. In accordance to TAM2, we found connections between the relations of subjective 
norm and result demonstrability. These were identified in terms of workers basing their 
attitude towards the system based on the statistics received every week as well as the 
incentive from management in the shape of the bonus system. 
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One can also see to the company’s reasons for implementing the new system. The system had 
been implemented in all of the company’s warehouses in Norway, and the local warehouse 
which was the subject of this study, was the last to change to the new system. Thus, the 
decision to switch systems was a central one; however, the local warehouse’s management 
was still aware of the reasons of this change, which was to increase both quality and 
productivity; user aspects were not mentioned as a factor motivating the change. As was the 
intention, the productivity had also significantly increased since the implementation, and the 
management could therefore be motivated to partly disregard user dissatisfaction. 
	  
	  
	  
5.2 User satisfaction in mandatory use IS environments 
	  
As was mentioned in the previous section, user satisfaction does not play as vital a role in 
mandatory use IS environments, as it does in voluntary use IS environments. However, some 
evidence points us to believe that the concept of user satisfaction might not have the same 
meaning in mandatory use environments, as it does in voluntary use environments. In 
mandatory environments, the workers’ satisfaction with the system used seemed to be hard to 
distinguish from their satisfaction with their job situation in whole. Therefore, contrasting the 
two might be hard, if not impossible.  
 
During our interviews, it became clear how deeply integrated the voice-controlled system and 
the actual work was at the warehouse. Working at the warehouse meant working with the 
system, and the workers seemed to be unable to separate the two. We believe that to some 
degree this is the case in all mandatory use information system environments. However, the 
degree in which one uses the system during a workday should determine how integrated the 
view on the work and the system is; one might talk of different degrees of integration as being 
dependant on the degree of mandatoriness. In the case of the warehouse studied, the workers 
had to use the system from the beginning of the workday until the end of the day, when they 
logged out and went home. This means that their system was extremely integrated with their 
work, and the system being offline for even a second would hinder the workers from 
performing their tasks. 
 
Because of this, one might argue that the concept of user satisfaction in this case gets a 
broader meaning, and might also include job satisfaction. Many of the workers said that 
making money was their only primary goal with working at the warehouse, and as long as 
they received their paycheck, they were happy. Therefore, PSL, the bonus system which let 
the workers earn more money if they picked items faster, plays an important role when 
discussing user- and job satisfaction. Since the bonus system presented them with the 
possibility to make more money than they would have with a set salary, any increase in 
effectiveness was welcomed by the workers. The introduction of the new voice-controlled 
system for picking items was one of these increases in effectiveness, since the workers could 
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use both hands when picking, and drive to the shelf with the next item faster. Since the system 
increased their productivity and thus also their salary, the workers were satisfied even though 
many of them experienced problems with the system. This satisfaction is probably best 
described as job satisfaction, but because of the integration between the system and the work 
itself that was discussed above, the users translated job satisfaction as satisfaction with the 
system. 
 
This effect seemed to be partly planned by the management. They had introduced PSL as a 
means to increase effectiveness by making the workers motivated to work faster. They also 
introduced the new system for picking items to give the workers an instrument that allowed 
them to work faster and thus increase effectiveness. By default, the workers should be 
motivated to use this instrument, since they earned more money using it. Perhaps this is why 
the warehouse’s management did not see the problems the users experienced with the system 
as big issues: the workers were satisfied anyway and did not complain too much. We argue 
that this combination of an incentive bonus based on results and a mandatory use information 
system that allows for increased productivity creates an environment in which the workers 
always experience some degree of satisfaction with the system, and thus allows the 
management to disregard many of the problems the workers might experience. 
 
However, the environment created by the bonus system and the new system for picking items 
that was described above, might also cause unwanted side effects for the management. By 
their own assertion, some workers neglected to report problems to their bosses since any 
interruption in their work would cause them to lose money. The problems that were not 
reported were already well known, and the failure to report them did not result in any further 
problems. However, one might imagine a scenario where an unknown problem occurs, and 
the worker neglects to report it due to the work environment. This might result in further 
problems and increased costs for the company. On the other hand, one might argue that the 
risk of this happening is small, since the workers who claimed that they did not report 
problems to their boss worked as consultants, and the permanent employees who were more 
used to the system and probably experienced all the problems the consultants also 
experienced, were keener to report problems. 
	  
	  
	  
5.3 User satisfaction and sabotage 
	  
Even though Ned Ludd and his personal experiences are fictional, history has taught us that 
the existence of luddism and neo-luddism is very much real. Although these were extreme 
cases of their kind, a parable can be made to the environment in the warehouse examined in 
this study. It stands as an example of an environment where the factors of user frustration and 
dissatisfaction can be seen as an underlying reason for frustration and possible technological 
dislike among the workers, and thus as a result of this, for aggressive actions such as 
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sabotage. As previously stated, when a user has a negative view on an implemented 
technology which causes him frustration, he or she could potentially resort to actions whose 
sole purpose is to sabotage the workflow in the name of demonstrating their feelings towards 
it or to minimize the duration of use. These are not actions that would be endorsed by the 
company, and would of course harm productivity, but sabotage would in many cases not harm 
the users themselves if they were not found out. However, at the company examined in this 
study, the existence of the bonus system, PSL, countered these issues. PSL resulted in a 
reduction in productivity also harming the individual user, and thus, the incentive to perform 
acts of sabotage should be reduced to a minimum. 
 
As we have seen in our findings, PSL has not only been a key factor in downplaying users 
issues with the system, but has also been in itself made into an instrument for user self 
preservation. Historically when luddites would damage technological equipment it was driven 
by the fear of it replacing the workers themselves, and thereby degrading the situation for this 
person. But in the case of the company in this study, any kind of sabotage to the system would 
also disfavor the user himself, and potentially other workers depending on the sabotage in 
question. Due to the use of PSL, when these aggressive actions would be taken, the user 
would reduce his own efficiency and by default also his salary. In our opinion, this defeats the 
purpose of any kind of sabotage in the name of luddism. The incentive of wanting more 
money, which was previously quoted as the biggest reason for using the system, the company 
has effectively eliminated the risk of sabotage by making the negative effects of these kind of 
actions very distinct, additionally making the positive effects of keeping concentration on 
their task and not using up time by nit-picking the problems very beneficial. In this respect 
these measures once again dampen the necessity of prioritized elimination of user 
dissatisfaction since the risk of sabotage should be minimal. 
	  
	  
	  
5.4 Summary 
 
In this chapter, we have explored the concept of user satisfaction and mandatoriness based on 
the findings from our interviews. We presented findings that we suggest invalidate the use of 
TAM in mandatory use IS environments, since user satisfaction is not a factor determining 
increase in productivity in the said environment. However, TAM2 may still be applicable. 
Also, we suggest that the combination of a bonus system such as the one that existed on our 
research site, and an information system that increases productivity creates an environment 
where system and work become integrated, and sabotage is an issue of little concern. 
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6 Conclusions 
 
 
 
In this study, we have examined the notion of user satisfaction in mandatory use information 
system environments. Our original intention was to examine how the management 
experienced the role of user satisfaction in information systems environments where the users 
had to use the system to perform their work tasks, and their satisfaction therefore should be of 
little importance. Findings that suggested that the management did not consider user 
satisfaction when implementing a mandatory use system would prove for example the 
technology acceptance model, TAM, to be invalid in these environments, and our hope was to 
find this evidence. However, during the course of the investigation, other aspects of user 
satisfaction in mandatory use environments that we found worthwhile to explore also 
emerged. These included how an environment of constant partial satisfaction seemed to have 
emerged as a result of an existing bonus system and the new more effective information 
system for picking items, and what this environment resulted in. 
 
Our data were gathered at a warehouse company in Norway, and just as previous studies had, 
we found some evidence that user satisfaction was partly overlooked. However, we also found 
other information that proved interesting. Firstly, the workers expressed a, for us unexpected, 
satisfaction with the new system, even though several problems existed. We theorized that the 
combination of such an incentive bonus based on results as existed at the warehouse, and a 
system that allowed the workers to do their job more efficiently, created a workplace 
environment where the user was never really dissatisfied, and thus allows the management to 
disregard some aspects of user satisfaction. Secondly, since the workers never were 
completely dissatisfied, we argued that factors such as frustration and sabotage were hardly an 
issue. The integration between system and work meant that any sabotage and other aggressive 
responses to frustration with the system would also harm the worker’s own interests. 
 
From this, we draw the conclusion that the concept of user satisfaction in mandatory use IS 
environments clearly differ from user satisfaction in voluntary use environments in many 
ways. Firstly, we can see that user satisfaction is not a main factor that determines a changed 
productivity, as it according to TAM is in voluntary use environments. Secondly, we see that 
that user satisfaction in mandatory use environments is hard to distinguish from job 
satisfaction because of the integration of work and system. Thirdly, we see that the risk of 
aggressive responses to frustration, such as sabotage, is very small in mandatory use 
environments where an incentive pay based on results exists and the system actually makes 
the workers more efficient. Lastly, based on the previously mentioned conclusions, we 
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suggest that that in an environment as described above, management can disregard many 
traditional aspects of user satisfaction, and instead focus on increasing effectiveness. 
 
Finally, to conclude by answering the research questions proposed in the introduction, we 
suggest that, based on our research at the warehouse in Norway, user satisfaction may not 
always be a vital factor determining whether a system will increase productivity or not in 
mandatory use environments. Furthermore, the concept of user satisfaction in mandatory 
environments may differ from that in voluntary use environments in the way that user 
satisfaction and job satisfaction is harder to distinguish from each other in mandatory use 
environments. Finally, considering the incentive bonus based on results that existed at the 
warehouse, sabotage was a risk which may not be as much of a influencing factor for 
considering user aspects of a mandatory use system, however; given a situation where such an 
incentive bonus did not exist, perhaps the risk of sabotage should be given more 
consideration. 
 
The implications of these conclusions are mainly of an academic character, since there is 
much further research that can be done in the area. However, our conclusions might also be 
useful to management in companies wanting to recreate the integrated system and workplace 
environment that existed at our research site, since we have discussed how this environment 
was achieved, and both positive and negative consequences that might stem from it has been 
presented. 
 
Further studies in this area of research may firstly include studies more extensively examining 
the link between degrees of mandatoriness in a system and the integration between system 
and actual work. As was mentioned in the previous chapter, based on our study at the 
warehouse, we hypothesized that a high degree of mandatoriness would lead to a high degree 
of integration. However, further research might be needed to fully prove this point. Secondly, 
more studies concerning the validity of the concept of user satisfaction in mandatory use IS 
environments might be needed to further prove our conclusions. Lastly, an investigation into 
the role of luddism and neo-luddism in today’s organizations would be an interesting topic. 
This investigation might include the validity of luddism today, how it originates, and how it 
can be prevented. 
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Appendixes 
 
 
Appendix 1 – User interview instrument 
 
General • What do you do at the company? (tasks, title) 
General • How long have you worked at the company? 
General • Describe a workday. 
  
User satisfaction • How do you percieve the new system? What do you percieve as 
positive/negative? 
User satisfaction • Do you feel that you have been involved with the implementation 
of the system? 
User satisfaction • Did you have a training period during the transition? 
User satisfaction • Were you given the chance to leave feedback during the training 
period? 
User satisfaction • Are you satisfied with the system? 
  
Productivity • Are you more or less productive now, compared to when using 
the old system? 
  
Frustration • What is your goal with a working at the warehouse? 
Frustration • Do you ever experience problems with the system? 
Frustration • Which problems do you experience? 
Frustration • How long time do these problems take to fix? 
Frustration • How often do the problems occur? 
Frustration • Do these problems hinder you in your work and goals? 
Frustration • Whose fault do you feel these problems are? 
  
Sabotage • How do you react when problems occur? 
Sabotage • How do these problems influence your work day? 
  
User satisfaction • Have you told your team leader about these problems? 
User satisfaction • What response did you get? 
User satisfaction • Has anything been done to try to fix problems with the system? 
User satisfaction • How should the system be improved? What is wrong with it? 
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Appendix 2 – Management interview instrument 
 
General • What is your title? Describe your work tasks. 
General • What is the company’s line of business? 
General • Why was the new system for picking items introduced? 
General • How does the system work on a practical level? 
  
User Satisfaction • How was the choice to change systems made? What resulted in 
the change? 
User Satisfaction • How was the implementation done? 
User Satisfaction • Were the warehouse workers involved in the choice of system? 
User Satisfaction • Were the warehouse workers involved in the implementation of 
the system? 
User Satisfaction • How do you feel the works perceive the system? 
  
Productivity • Has productivity increased or decreased since the introduction of 
the system? How much? 
  
Frustration • Have you noticed any problems with the system? 
 • Has any of the workers mentioned any problems with the 
system? 
Frustration • Which problems? 
 • Have you tried to manage these problems? 
Frustration • Are these problems manageable? How hard are they to manage? 
Frustration • Do you want to change anything with the system? 
Frustration • If there are things that should be improved, are you able to? 
  
All • Describe PSL, the bonus system. 
All • How does PSL affect productivity? 
All • How do you feel PSL is percieved by the workers? 
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Appendix 3 – User interview 1 
 
JL Joakim Leufstedt 
MAR Martin Ericson 
USR1 Interviewed user number 1 
 
1. JLE: Vi kan börja med vad du heter? 
2. USR1: (CENSORED)1 
3. JLE: (CENSORED)2, och om du kan berätta för oss vad gör du på (CENSORED)3? 
4. USR1: Jag jobbar.. plockar varor, kör truck och plockar undan. Tre ting är det. Jag 
plockar varor mest, då. 
5. JLE: OK, hur länge har du jobbat där? 
6. USR1: I sju och ett halvt år, snart åtta år. 
7. JLE: Sju och ett halvt år. Nu när ni gjorde den här övergången till nya systemet, hur 
upplevde du det? Positivt? Negativt?  
8. USR1: Positivt! Det gick överraskande bra, egentligen. Det tror jag alla tycker. Eller den 
gick väldigt bra, övergången. 
9. JLE: Var du involverad i valen av system? 
10. USR1: Nej, jag var inte det. 
11. JLE: Nej, ok. Men hade ni en upplärningsperiod då? 
12. USR1: Ja vi hade ju.. vi fick ju egentligen bara en dag där. Så det gick fort. Jag var ju 
bara med en man som lärde mig i tjugo minuter då, så klarade jag mig själv. 
13. JLE: Ok, det gick… 
14. USR1: Vi hade en liten kurs där på 15-20 minuter med en som förklarade allting, sån 
teoretisk. Så en halvtimme teori, sen plockade vi ordrarna med en annan. 
15. JLE: Under den tiden, upplärningen, fick ni ge någon feedback om systemet? 
16. USR1: Nej, vi gjorde icke det. 
17. JLE: Ok, men du är, som vi pratade om innan, nöjd med systemet? 
18. USR1: Ja, det går bra. 
19. JLE: Känner du att du jobbar effektivare eller inte? 
20. USR1: Ja, än förr, ja. 
21. JLE: Great. Vad är ditt mål med att jobba på företaget? 
22. USR1: Mitt mål? 
23. JLE: Hehe. Ja. 
24. USR1: Det får du fråga (CENSORED)4 om. Hehe. Jag har inget mål. Hehe. Jag är bara 
nöjd att jobba där. 
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25. JLE: Hehe, du vill inte få någon lön? 
26. USR1: Haha. Jag har icke några speciella mål som att, jag har inte tänkt mig.. Jag vill inte 
bli chef eller något för att säga det så 
27. JLE: OK, men varför går du till jobbet? 
28. USR1: Varför? För att tjäna pengar. 
29. JLE: Yes. OK. 
30. USR1: Tjäna pengaaaar, haha, man ska snacka så att svenskarna kan. 
31. JLE: Men under plockdagen, hur ser det ut, alltså, när du ska komma in och använda 
systemet? Kan du beskriva när du åker in på morgonen? 
32. USR1: Jadå, vi tar på oss headset och den vad heter det.. Talkman... och sen får vi logga 
in på en terminal. 
33. JLE: Jaha. 
34. USR1: Vi har en terminal på bältet, och ett headset, logga in med rösten och sen börja 
plocka. 
35. JLE: Och hur fungerar plockningen under systemet? 
36. USR1: Hur den fungerar? 
37. JLE: Ja. 
38. USR1: Ja, vi säger.. hon säger var vi ska och vilken plats vi ska till och så får vi bekräfta 
med riktig plockplats, nummer, och då säger TALKMAN hur många vi ska ha, vi plockar 
vidare och bekräftar antal. … … Hängde du med? 
39. JLE: Yes. Absolut. 
40. USR1: Du vet ju lite du med om hur det fungerar. 
41. JLE: Givetvis, men vi måste få med alla perspektiv. 
42. USR1: Jaja. Och så håller vi på i åtta timmar! 
43. JLE: Hehe. Per dag, ja! 
44. USR1: Haha, det är samma om och om igen. 
45. JLE: Uppstår det under tiden när ni säger det här kontrollnumren och annat, uppstår det 
problem i systemet? 
46. USR1: Ja, några gånger hänger det sig, det står och piper och piper: pip pip pip. Som att 
den jobbar. 
47. JLE: Ja, ok. 
48. USR1: Men det är sådana problem som de följer upp, cheferna, eller de i Oslo, för att 
reducera dem. 
49. JLE: Jaha, ok. 
50. USR1: Vi rapporterar till dem. Det ska jag göra på måndag faktiskt, ska jag skriva sånt 
när det piper, ska jag skriva när det piper, vilken tid och plats. I tre dagar ska jag göra det, 
och så ska jag ge det till (CENSORED)5, och så ska han ge det till han som driver.. han 
som jobbar med systemet. 
51. JLE: Jaha, okej, okej. 
52. USR1: För att få slut på pipen. 
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53. JLE: Ja, ok. Hur tycker du det funkar med röstigenkänningen? Jag menar, om hon alltid 
förstår dig och att det är korrekt? 
54. USR1: Nej, många saker får man säga om och om igen. 
55. JLE: Mhm. 
56. USR1: Tal, siffror. 
57. JLE: Okej. 
58. USR1: Det kan vara lite slitsamt. Man kan säga två såhär: två TVÅ TVÅÅ! 
59. JLE: Hehe. 
60. USR1: Haha, ja, så det är lite jobbigt. 
61. JLE: Är det ofta det händer då? 
62. USR1: Njaeej. Jooo, jo. Det är egentligen det. Hela tiden egentligen, eller jag, två tre 
gånger.. det händer på speciella nummer. Siffror som man säger flera gånger. Som till 
exempel två. Den måste ha svårt att uppfatta det, TALKMAN. Hehe. 
63. JLE: Hehe. Just två? 
64. USR1: Mm. Hehe. 
65. JLE: Okej. Men det är ett problem som uppstår som hindrar dig från att plocka? 
66. USR1: Nejnej, det är bara irriterande att det inte fungerar helt som det ska. 
67. JLE: Jaha, okej okej. Och vad är lösningen när ett sånt problem uppstår? 
68. USR1: Ja, det är ju också det här att det är de som sitter och jobbar med det. Där vi ska in 
på nytt nu på måndag då, då vi ska läsa in rösten, läsa in tal igen. 
69. JLE: Jaha? 
70. USR1: För att se om det blir bättre, om de som sitter där har gjort något. 
71. JLE: Okej. 
72. USR1: Så det ska väl bli bättre nu till måndag. 
73. JLE: Okej, men detta är alltså problem som teamleaders känner.. eller de vet detta? 
74. USR1: Ja. Ja jaja. 
75. JLE: Och reaktionen var att… 
76. USR1: Ja, att de tagit tag i det och det visst ska bli bättre. 
77. JLE: Ok. 
78. USR1: Det har ju varit ett problem ända sedan start, sen början. Att man säger ett tal flera 
gånger och så. 
79. JLE: Fast när du plockar och det här problemet kommer, när det uppstår, kan du fortsätta 
då med plockningen just då eller måste du.. 
80. USR1: Ja, det tar bara lite längre tid och man blir stående och säger två två två två. Det 
tar bara lite mer tid. 
81. JLE: Yes, okej. Känner du att det kanske finns några andra saker som kanske skulle 
kunna förändras med systemet? 
82. USR1: Njaaeej, kanske att man skulle få bättre sådana öron.. headsets. Den gör ont i örat. 
Man blir sliten i öronen efter dagen. 
83. JLE: Jaha. 
84. USR1: Och det är det många som klagar över, att det gör ont. 
85. JLE: Jaha, det kan jag tänka mig. 
86. USR1: Men de har beställt nya sådana headsets. 
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87. JLE: Jaha? 
88. USR1: Till allesammans. Haha! 
89. JLE: Ja, men det är ju bra.. 
90. USR1: Ja, jag håller på att ???? 
91. JLE: Ni har hittat egna lösningar för att råda bot på det, ja men det är ju bra. 
92. USR1: Men annars så fungerar det ju bra. 
93. JLE: Hur länge har du använt det nya systemet nu då? 
94. USR1: Sedan maj. Sedan maj i år. 
95. JLE: Ja det är ett bra tag ju. 
96. USR1: Va? 
97. JLE: Ja, alltså det har gått lång tid. 
98. USR1: Ja, ett halvt år snart är det ju. 
99. JLE: Ja, okej, ja jag vet inte det var nog faktiskt de frågorna vi hade. 
100. USR1: Ja, men det är väl bra. 
101. JLE: Det var nog mycket så. Om inte Martin, du har något att lägga till. 
102. MER – Nej jag tror inte det. 
103. USR1: Nej. 
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Appendix 4 – User interview 2 
 
JL Joakim Leufstedt 
MAR Martin Ericson 
USR2 Interviewed user number 2 
 
1. JLE: Okej, då tänkte jag börja med att ställa frågorna. Och, så börjar jag spela in 
också. Är det okej? 
2. USR2: Det är nu du ställer frågorna? 
3. JLE: Yes… börjar med detta… 
4. USR2: Kan du prata lite saktare? 
5. JLE: Yes, det ska jag försöka göra, hehe… Okej, Vad gör du på (CENSORED)6? 
6. USR2: På (CENSORED)7 plockar jag, plockar varor på kylen… 
7. JLE: Hur länge har du jobbat där? 
8. USR2: Jag har jobbat i cirka fem år. 
9. JLE: Okej, Kan du beskriva en arbetsdag för oss? 
10. USR2: Om jag beskriver en arbetsdag… Jag börjar tidigt vid klockan sex eller sju, så 
stämplar jag in och loggar in på röstplockningssystemet. Och så startar jag… börjar 
jag med att plocka varor, försäljningsbutiker, ehm försäljningsvaror!... Det var nog 
inte speciellt mer än så. Som vanligt, plockar och blir klar med arbetsdagen. Loggar ut 
och så stämplar jag mig ut och går hem. 
11. JLE: Själva rostplockningen, hur fungerar det? 
12. USR2: Röstplockningen tycker jag är hundra procent bättre än labels. Det har många 
fördelar, inte så mycket negativt liksom. Många fördelar skall jag berätta om dessa? 
13. JLE: Ptja, vilka är de negativa då? 
14. USR2: Skall jag berätta om de negativa? 
15. JLE: Du kan berätta både om de positiva och negativa, yes. 
16. USR2: För att börja med de positiva sakerna med röstplockningen, först och främst är 
både händerna fria och man kan lyfta flera kollin samtidigt och så kan du ställa in 
hastigheten på rösten, på centralen som pratar med dig du kan öka hastigheten. Damen 
som pratar från datorsystemet kan prata fortare, så kan man plocka fortare. Du sparar 
tid när du kör. Detta system hindrar nästan 100 procent eller 99 procent att något 
skulle gå fel, vilket betyder väldigt mycket, både för verksamheten samt för kunderna. 
Det blir nästan ett felfritt plock. Till exempel, när man har två pallar och ordrar från 
två olika butiker… Med labels tog det över en timme, med röstplockningen går detta 
på kanske 35-40 minuter. Det är en stor fördel, tiden betyder allt i ett lager. Och som 
jag sa, så är allt under kontroll med detta system. Man slipper att plocka fel… Om jag 
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ska nämna något negativt med systemet så händer det att systemet kraschar. Många 
saker kan gå fel med datorsystemet och då stannar allt. En annan negativ sak som är 
negativ, när man plockar varorna måste man vara väldigt försiktig att inte tappa ett 
enda kolli. Om du tappar ett kolli så är det helt omöjligt att hitta fram vem som har 
plockat det eller till vilken butik den skulle till. Mån måste vara väldigt försiktig. 
17. JLE: Om det händer, att du tappar ett kolli. Vad sker då? Vad måste göras? 
18. USR2: Då måste man registrera om kollin i systemet och så läggs den tillbaka på sin 
plockplats. För det är helt omöjligt att hitta vem som har plockat eller vilken butik den 
skulle tid, därför måste man vara väldigt försiktig när man kör eller svänger. Det är en 
negativ sak med systemet… 
19. JLE: Om du ser att du har tappat ett kolli, måste du då…. Vad måste du då göra? 
20. USR2: Man kan inte göra något, man får vänta till nästa vecka och då får vi en lista 
med felplock och saknade kollin. Butiken… eller kunden kontrollerar varorna när de 
får in dem och om en vara saknas eller om antalet är fel, så får man en lista över 
felplock nästa vecka. Där man kan se där och möjligtvis resulterar detta i efterplock.  
Det har hänt att jag har blivit klar med en order, kört mot leveransportarna och hittat 
en kolli som jag överlämnade till min teamleader. 
21. JLE: Okej, så du måste kontakta din teamleader om du ser… 
22. USR2: Ja givetvis, om du hittar en liggande vara kan man inte bara gå och lägga 
tillbaka varan på plockplatsen själv. Man måste ge besked till sin teamleader, som har 
ansvar för vad som skall göras. 
23. JLE: Hur lång tid kan en sådan sak ta att göra? Att lämna tillbaka till teamleadern? 
24. USR2: Vad menar du? 
25. JLE: Att visa upp varan för team-leadern, hur lång tid tar det? Cirka. 
26. USR2: Hur lång tid det tar för att plocka en vara? 
27. JLE: Ja, om du ser att en vara ligger. 
28. USR2: Aha, en saknad vara. 
29. JLE: Ja. 
30. USR2: Det vet jag inte, jag bara kör tillbaka till min team-leader och ger besked att jag 
funnit detta, att det låg på golvet. Och jag tycker inte det tar så lång tid, för det är mest 
experter som använder sig av datorerna. Några sekunder, möjligtvis… 
31. JLE: … Okej. Nästa fråga, har du varit inblandad vid val eller införandet av systemet? 
32. USR2: Som möjligtvis, Menar du om huruvida vi lärt oss systemet? 
33. JLE: Mm, precis… Nja, alltså om du… 
34. USR2: Ja, vi har givetvis genomgått en upplärningsperiod. Vi fick en expert från kyl 
och en i frys, två stycken för torrlagret som kom från Rogalandskontoret för att lära 
upp. Men vad det gäller själva systemet, så njae, det förstår jag inte helt 100 procent. 
Jag kan bara de delarna av systemet som är mest nyttiga för mig.. Som när jag behöver 
kolla eller plockar ordrar, motivation är viktig. Kanske är systemet vara skapt helt 
perfekt med sina kontrollnummer och att den säger att det är fel. Men oavsett vad så är 
det en människa som plockar detta. Oavsett. Den mänskliga faktorn är väldigt viktig. 
Om du mister motivationen en enda sekund… Om centraldamen säger två så säger du 
varunummer, så säger hon att du ska plocka två stycken. Om du just då. Börjar tänka 
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på något annat. Då har du motivationen, och måste in och gå tillbaka i systemet. Det är 
då man måste känna till systemet, inte sant? Du kan då gå in och kolla igenom din 
lista, där kan du då kolla hur många ordrar… exempelvis så plockar vi på kylen till två 
butiker samtidigt, när du säger kontrollnummer så svarar damen ”två” eller ”två i ett”. 
Det betyder att två kollin ska till första pallen. Där måste man vara väldigt försiktig, 
motivationen kan betyda väldigt mycket. Annars måste du gå tillbaka och kolla var du 
skulle plocka. 
35. JLE: … Eh, så om du inte är koncentrerad just då och missar vilken pall den ska ligga 
på… 
36. USR2: Jaha, jo då kan jag systemet tillräckligt väl att jag då går in till datorrummet, 
slå in mitt plocknummer och så kommer min order upp rätt framför skärmen. Då kan 
jag kontrollera på vilken pall kollin skall placeras. 
37. JLE: Okej, så du måste avbryta plockningen, gå till ett datorrum. Och i detta datorrum 
kollar du upp din order och vilken pall det skall ligga på och sen kollar du vilken pall 
kollin skall ligga på och slutligen återvänder till plockningen? 
38. USR2: Och antal…  
39. JLE: … Ok 
40. USR2: Man kan kontrollera antal också. Och så finns där en fördel också, Om man 
kan systemet till 100 procent, om jag får höra om ett antal jag ska plocka och detta 
låter som för mycket. Då kontaktar jag min teamleader. För jag sparar tid och så kollar 
han det med direkten, om allt är riktigt så låter han mig plocka vidare, men om något 
verkar fel så kontaktar han kunden och bekräftar ordern. 
41. JLE: Det här med att kolla vilken pall en vara skulle ligga på, är det här något du 
skulle vilja ha inbyggt i systemet? I röstplockningen. 
42. USR2: Japp! 
43. JLE: Okej… Är du nöjd med systemet, överlag? 
44. USR2: Ja! 
45. JLE: Jobbar du mer eller mindre effektivt med detta system? 
46. USR2: Med detta system jobbar jag självklart mer effektivt, runt 10000 kollin fler med 
detta system. Du blir mindre sliten, och det blir mer effektivt. 
47. JLE: Och varför är det bättre för er att plocka mer effektivt då? För er plockare. 
48. USR2: Varför det är mer effektivt? Ja som jag sa… 
49. JLE: … Nej nej nej, varför är det bättre för er plockare… 
50. USR2: … Varför det är bättre för oss plockare? 
51. JLE: … Att plocka mer effektivt. Varför vill du plocka mer effektivt? 
52. USR2: Ja för vi har en bestämmelse, det kallas för prestationslön. Det motiverar dig, 
från arbetsgivaren. Om du plockar bättre så kan du tjäna lite mer, och där kommer 
pengar in som motiverar en helt enkelt. Då tänker man: Varför inte? Jag får extra 
pengar, och kan hantera mina utgifter bättre. Man får lust och motivation att vara mer 
effektiv. Detta system hjälper dig med att vara effektiv och på så sätt kan du tjäna lite 
mer. 
53. JLE: Som ett bonussystem?  
54. USR2: Vad sa du? 
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55. JLE: Som ett bonussystem? 
56. USR2: Ja precis! Som ett bonussystem. 
57. JLE: Okej, okej… ehm, ett ögonblick… 
58. USR2: Mmm… 
59. JLE: Det här problemet vi talade om innan, att man vid användning av systemet kan 
missa vilken pall man skall lägga i. Vems fel tycker du att det är? 
60. USR2: Problemet? 
61. JLE: Ja vems fel är det, ditt fel? Systemets fel? 
62. USR2: Ja det blir självklart ditt fel!  Oavsett vad så spelar ju den mänskliga faktorn in 
och är väldigt viktig. Du kan inte bara hoppa över den mänskliga faktorn, även om 
systemet jobbar perfekt. Vårt system är byggt väldigt bra, men det är människan som 
utför arbetet, och då är motivation väldigt viktig. Till exempel så finns där olika 
plockvåningar, A och B. Om centralen till exempel ger besked om att du ska plocka 
från B våningen, men om du tänker på något annat samtidigt när du jobbar… och 
motivationen är borta och du får beskedet att man skall plocka från våning B, så kan 
det hända att man plockar från A. Inte sant? Och nästa vecka kommer en lista med 
saknade kollin som visar att du har plockat fel. Det är oavsett, och mänskliga faktorn 
är väldigt viktig vet du. Vårt system är väldigt perfekt.. eller inget system är perfekt 
för oavsett vad så är det människor som utför jobbet. Den mänskliga faktorn är väldigt 
viktig. Hur du trivs och hur ditt jobb glädjer dig kan påverka vad du gör… det kan 
berätta mycket. Är man nöjd med sitt jobb så kan man vara mer effektiv, tycker jag. 
63. JLE: Hur kan systemet förbättras tycker du? Finns som fungerar fel med det? 
64. USR2: Hur systemet kan förbättras, hum… där tycker jag att. Vi arbetare borde nog 
lära oss systemet lite bättre, det är väldigt viktigt om det blir fel. Om något går fel, om 
du har bättre datorkunskap, om du vet vad jag menar? 
65. JLE: Jodå. 
66. USR2: Då sparar man tid istället för att vänta på team-leadern. Man hade sparat tid 
tycker jag. 
67. JLE: Ok. 
68. USR2: Och här, tycker jag. Så har arbetsledaren, team-leadern mycket att göra, tycker 
jag. För att motivera till andra arbetare som jobbar under denne. De borde vara lite 
listiga på det området. För som jag sa, det handlar mest om motivation vet du. Oavsett 
hur perfekt utvecklat systemet är så om man tänker på andra saker, eller har krånglat 
med chefen eller haft det struligt hemma och kommer till jobbet med dåligt humör. 
Oavsett vad så kan man då inte utföra sitt jobb effektivt, och gör många fel. 
Teamledarna borde vara mer givmilda mot hur arbetarna under dem, tycker jag, Att 
dela ut systemkunskap till alla andra. Inte bara begränsat till de själv. Tycker jag. 
69. JLE: Har ni fått fler kurser då? Inlärningsperioder för att öka datorkunskapen? 
70. USR2: Efteråt, så har jag om jag behövt lärt mig själv. Men på jobbet har vi inte haft 
någon speciellt tillfälle att lära sig mer om systemet, eller satt sig ner och gått igenom 
det mer utförligt. Men när man skall plocka är det väldigt lätt att lära sig 
röstplockningen. Men att använda sig av datorn i datarummet behövs kunskap. Oavsett 
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vad man skall göra så behövs den. Då den saknas behöver man gå till team-leadern 
och fråga. Inte sant? Där mister man tid, och tid är oavsett vad en viktig faktor. 
71. JLE –Ja, jag förstår, jag förstår… Okej, det var nog allt vi ville veta. 
72. USR2: Är det nog? Är du nöjd? 
73. JLE: Yes, jag är nöjd, Martin.. är allt okej? 
74. MA – Ja det låter jättebra. 
75. JLE: Okej, då ska vi inte ta din tid längre! 
76. USR2: Inga problem, det har varit fint! 
77. JLE: Ha det bra, God jul på dig! 
78. USR2: Good bye! 
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Appendix 5 – User interview 3 
 
JL Joakim Leufstedt 
MAR Martin Ericson 
USR3 Interviewed user number 3 
 
1. JLE: Vi kan börja med vad du jobbade med på företaget? 
2. USR3: Jag jobbade som varuplockare… på torrlagret. 
3. JLE: Okej, hur länge jobbade du där? 
4. USR3: Njae, åtta , nio veckor. 
5. JLE: Detta var en konsultanställning? Hur fungerar detta? 
6. USR3: (CENSORED)8 som är ett konsultföretag tog kontakt med mig. Gjorde intervjuer 
med mig och beslutade att jag var lämplig för att jobba för (CENSORED)9 och blev 
anställd via dem då, när jag jag jobbade på (CENSORED)10. 
7. JLE: Okej, så (CENSORED)11 var din arbetsgivare? 
8. USR3: Precis. 
9. JLE: Okej… Kan du beskriva en dag vid användningen av Talkman-systemet? 
10. USR3: Ja, det började väl att man kom till jobbet 07:00, 07:30. Så loggade man in genom 
att säga ett visst kommando och fyra siffror. Därefter skrev man ut en sorts lapp där man 
fick sin order som man skulle plocka. Sedan var det i princip bara att ha headsetet på sig 
och följa hennes kommando, var man skall åka, till vilket ställe och vad man ska plocka 
och hur mycket. 
11. JLE: Är det första gången du jobbar med ett röststyrt system? 
12. USR3: Det är första gången jag jobbar med ett röststyrt system och det är första gången 
jag jobbar över huvud taget med varuplockning. 
13. JLE: Okej… Såhär överlag, hur upplevde du systemet? Vad var det som var positivt och 
vad var det som var negativt? 
14. USR3: Eh, positivt var väl att man fick två fria händer. Och man kunde antagligen jobba 
snabbare därav. Men negativt var väl att man var tvungen att vara superkoncentrerad hela 
tiden för att inte missa vad hon skulle säga. Och tillexempel har jag en liten anekdot. När 
jag fick jobba på kylen där ett tag så hade dem två stycken pallar, och då säger hon först 
vilken pall man skall lägga det på och sen hur mycket. Och lyssnar man inte där  så fick 
man.. kunde man inte gå tillbaka och fråga. Utan då fick man gå till en av datorerna för att 
kolla upp det. 
15. JLE: Okej, eh… Men… vänta. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  Name	  of	  consultant	  company	  
9	  Name	  of	  company	  
10	  Name	  of	  company	  
11	  Name	  of	  consultant	  company	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16. USR3: Ja jag väntar, ingen panik… Är Martin kvar? 
17. MAR – Ja, jag är kvar här. 
18. USR3: Ja det är bra, det är bra. 
19. JLE: Martin, ditt ljud är lite dåligt. 
20. MAR – Är det de? 
21. USR3: Lite lågt. 
22. JLE: Okej! Hände det ofta att du missade detta? 
23. USR3: Det hände, det hände lite då och då. Det blev ju lite monotont med tanke på att den 
enda kommunikationen man har under sin arbetsdag, det är med henne. Och när hon, när 
man skall plocka sådär tio… eh tusen varor om dagen dagen så är det kart att man till sist 
kopplar bort kanske och missar vad hon säger. Och detta kan ju hände flera gånger på en 
dag. 
24. JLE: Okej, och detta fick dig att gå till något datorrum? 
25. USR3: Ja, jag fick helt enkelt åka bort med min truck, som var väldigt obekvämt och åka 
till närmsta dator som inte alltid var så nära till hands och via datorn kolla upp exakt var 
på min plockorder jag befann mig och vad jag skulle hämta och hur mycket. 
26. JLE: Okej… Hade ni någon inlärningsperiod?  
27. USR3: Det fanns en liten inlärningsperiod i början som pågick i några dagar, där vi åkte 
omkring med en av de fast anställda som visade hur det fungerade. 
28. JLE: Under denna, fick ni lämna någon slags feedback till cheferna om hur ni tyckte 
systemet fungerade? 
29. USR3: Inte jag personligen, nä. 
30. JLE: Fick ni göra detta mot slutet av er, eller mot din anställningsperiod där? 
31. USR3: Vi hade ju möten med respektive avdelningschef som frågade oss hur det går och 
vad vi tycker generellt om arbetet och såhär. Så där hade vi ju en chans att tycka till lite, 
men det var väl mest generellt hur man tycker sin arbetsinsats hade varit. Kanske inte 
sådär jättemycket om just systemet i sig. 
32. JLE: Mmm okej… Vad var målet med arbetsdagen för dig? 
33. USR3: Målet? 
34. JLE: Precis… 
35. USR3: Målet var väl att jobba, få in ett tempo som var så högt som möjligt. Ehm och där 
med lasta på, vad fan heter det… Packa så mycket som möjligt på en dag och därmed öka 
sin PSL som var ett slags bonusystem. Desto mer du packar desto mer 
36. JLE: Var det någon gång problem med systemet, något som fick dig att stanna upp? 
37. USR3: Det var en dag vi åkte in till jobbet vid halv åtta tiden och fick reda på att systemet 
helt var… ehh, nergånget och tekniker jobbar på det. Det tog väl cirkus fem, sex timmar 
innan vi kunde jobba. Och där så stod ju produktionen helt stilla. 
38. JLE: Okej… Hur lång tid… Du sa att det tog en hel dag eller? 
39. USR3: Nja, fem – sex timmar. Sen blev jag ombedd att jobba över för att ta igen allt vi 
hade missat under dagen. 
40. JLE: Okej… Det här problemet du tidigare nämnde. Med att man måste vara alert och att 
man kan missa det. 
41. USR3: Ja! 
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42. JLE: Du sa att det hände några gånger om dagen. Hur lång tid tog det för varje gång. 
43. USR3: Att åtgärda det man hade missat för att man inte lyssnade? 
44. JLE: Ja. 
45. USR3: Eh, det kunde väl ibland ta fem minuter. Det beror på hur långt man var ifrån 
närmsta dator. 
46. JLE: Okej 
47. USR3: Det kunde, ja mellan tre - fem minuter ungefär. 
48. JLE: Och det är ett problem som hindrar… Är det ett problem som hindrar dig från 
plockningen eller? 
49. USR3: Det var ett problem som hindrar plockningen ja, för att vet du inte vad du skall 
plocka så kan du inte plocka. 
50. JLE: Hur kände du dig när ett sånt här problem uppstod? 
51. USR3: Ja det var väl psykiskt påfrestande, hade väl problem ibland att sova hehe. 
Speciellt när det hända många gånger per dag hehe. Men nä det var väl inte en rolig 
historia. 
52. JLE: Hehe, okej... Alltså ja, det här problemet är det något du tagit upp med en team-
leader? 
53. USR3: Vad syftar du på då? 
54. JLE: Inte då när du stod stilla en hel dag, utan de här små. 
55. USR3: Eh, ja. Man bad dem om hjälp framför allt. Från början så visste man ju inte hur 
det här datorprogrammet fungerade, som var i samspel till vad man plockade. Så att då 
fick man ju be team-leadern förklara var man var och vad man skulle plocka och han fick 
helt enkelt hjälpa en med att åtgärda felet. Och det tog ju också sin lilla tid, det kunde ju ta 
upp till tio minuter. 
56. JLE: Slutligen… Finns det några punkter som systemet skulle kunna förbättras på? 
57. USR3: Jag personligen har tänkt på att det hade varit bra om man istället för att bara ha 
det röststyrt, att ha någon kopplad liten minidator också, med sig när man är ute och 
plockar. Som, där det står klart och tydligt ifall man skulle behöva kontrollera så att man 
har hört rätt, hur mycket man skall plocka och vad man skall plocka. 
58. JLE: Det var nog allt egentligen, tack för att du ställde upp… Nu avbryts inspelningen. 
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Appendix 6 – User interview 4 
 
JL Joakim Leufstedt 
MAR Martin Ericson 
USR4 Interviewed user number 4 
 
1. JLE: Vad gjorde du på företaget? 
2. USR4: Jobbade som plockare, eller vad fan det heter. Lagerplockarbetare. Jag åkte upp 
och ner i lagerhyllorna och plockade ut varor från positioner och la dem på en lastpall. 
3. JLE: Ok 
4. USR4: … som sedan plastades och skeppades iväg. 
5. JLE: Du var konsultanställd? Hur fungerar det, via ett specifikt företag? 
6. USR4: Ja det var via ett svenskt företag, det var ett sommarjobb. Och det funkade väl bra 
får jag säga, i det stora hela, jag är nöjd med både arbetsgivare och arbetskamrater. 
7. JLE: Hur länge jobbade du med där? 
8. USR4: Det var i... cirkus två månader tror jag. 
9. JLE: Hur upplevde du systemet du fick använda? Vad var det som du upplevde positivt 
och sen kan vi gå igenom vad du tyckte var negativt med det. 
10. USR4: Okej, aaa. Positivt var ju.. nu har jag ju inte tidigare jobbat med sånt här så jag har 
ju inte så mycket att jämföra med. Men jag kan ju bara tänka mig hur det är att jobba med 
papper istället. Det är, alltså man har ju händerna fria oh på så sätt förenklar det arbetet 
mycket kan ja tänka mig. Det kändes enkelt att ha det här headsetet att prata in i, istället 
för att springa med en massa lappar. 
11. JLE: Yes. 
12. USR4: Det var väl det, kan tänka mig att det är mycket snabbare och enklare. Och det sa 
det anda folket att de gjorde. 
13. JLE: Okej, om vi tittar på saker du tyckte var negativa? 
14. USR4: Ojoj, jo det var så mycket. 
15. JLE: Oj hehe. 
16. USR4: Hehe. Nä men vad som var negativt. Från en början så visste man inte hur 
systemet fungerade, om man skulle haft lite mer information innan man läser in i den här 
apparaten, alltså i det här röstigenkänningssystemet, hur sakerna lagras och vad det är man 
säger och så vidare. Nu fick man bara läsa in en massa konstiga ord som, som man kanske 
hade läst in på ett annat sätt om man hade vetat hur det var uppbyggt från början. Så man 
fick dras med en massa gamla problem för att man hade namngett vissa objekt på vissa 
sätt. Och det störde en under hela tiden. Sen var det också jobbigt med, eh, vad tänkte jag 
nu igen. Aaa just det, att det inte gick att gå tillbaks i systemet, hade man plockat, rört sig 
en vara framåt i systemet, så gick det inte att backa .. Inte på ett enkelt sätt i alla fall, det 
har väl en fördel att man inte går tillbaks och kollar på föregående varor hela tiden. Men 
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de borde göra det lite lättare att kolla vad som fanns där tidigare. Detta innebar väldigt 
många stopp för mig, när någonting blev fel. 
17. JLE: När är det du behövde gå tillbaka, vad är det du gjorde då? 
18. USR4: Om man… Det är lätt hänt att man tänker på annat, o säger en vara sen glömmer 
bort vart man var. Helt plötsligt så har man en 10 lager i famnen och 20 på golvet hehe.  
Och inte en aning om någonting. Då skulle det vara bra att kolla på en terminal eller 
någonting… Nu har jag förstått att det faktiskt gick att kolla på en terminal, men man fick 
ingen information om hur man gjorde även om man frågade specifikt hur man gjorde så 
fick man väldigt dålig information. Jag tror att systemet är liksom uppbyggt så, att man 
inte skulle gå tillbaks för mycket för att det blir effektivare så.. Eller att det var tänkt att 
det skulle vara effektivare så. För att kanske minska fel. 
19. JLE: Okej, hur ofta kunde det hända att du fick backa tillbaka? 
20. USR4: Aaa, det hände väl inte alltför många gånger, istället så drog jag ner på takten blev 
stående och fick tänka, och krångla o trixa. Man fick komma ihåg vad det var för varor 
man hade missat att ta, och gå tillbaks och hämta och så vidare. Och de gånger det 
verkligen går fel så var det jobbigt, för ingen hade svar. Till exempel om man skulle, om 
man fick väldigt stora varor som var slut i början och sen skulle man åka tillbaka o hämta 
dem. Tillexempel, om jag fick 10 backar med folköl och sen fick 10 påsar med chips, och 
sen ska jag gå tillbaks och lägga på dem där… 10 backarna på de här 10 påsarna chips då 
blir allt bara mos. Nu kunde du ju, eller ja. Om du bara hade 10 påsar chips då går det ju 
bara att lägga dem åt sidan, och sedan tillbaka. Men ibland hade man packat en stor jävla 
pall, och så var man tvungen att ställa något tungt ovanpå. DÅ kunde det bli problem. 
21. JLE: Okej, vad kände du just då, när du fick reda på att: ”Okej nu skall jag ställa en massa 
öl på chipspåsar”. 
22. USR4: Ja, det kändes väl fruktansvärt, ville ju bara gråta, det var hemskt kände en 
blandning mellan ångest och förtvivlan skulle jag vilja säga. Heheh. 
23. JLE: Hehehe… 
24. USR4: Hehe, nä men det kändes faktiskt jobbigt, det gick inte helt att avskala sig från 
känslor. Man kved lite tyst när man fick jobbiga varor eller jobbiga pallar men som sann 
plockare var det bara att bita ihop och köra på. 
25. JLE: Vad känner du… När det händer, på vilket sätt påverkar det din arbetsdag? 
26. USR4: Den, den… Aa, man höjde stressnivåerna skulle jag vilja säga. Det kändes, det 
påverkade en negativt. Man kändes, man blev mer stressad. ”Hur ska man göra med den 
här jobbiga pallen?”, ”Hur skall man lägga de här jobbiga varorna?”. Så det är, ja man 
blev faktiskt påverkad. Men så är det väl med allting, det går inte att göra jättelätta 
saker… Alltså, vad som helst kan väl påverka en negativt. 
27. JLE: Absolut… 
28. JLE: Vad var målet med arbetsdagen för dig, när du jobbade där. Varför var du på arbetet? 
29. USR4: Ehh, för mina underbara arbetskollegor hehe. Nä men varför jag var där, det var 
väl för pengarna framförallt, det kan man inte sticka under stolen med. Eh, man är ju inte 
där för att det är så himla kul liksom heheh... Eh, vad var frågan igen? Varför jag var på 
arbetet? 
30. JLE: Yes. 
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31. USR4: För pengarna… nästan uteslutande för pengarna… Eller uteslutande för pengarna 
skulle jag vilja säga. 
32. JLE: Problemen du nämnde tidigare, var det på nått sätt något som hindrade dig från ditt 
mål? Det här med att… upprepningen och backningen… 
33. USR4: Aaa, ja just det, vi hade ju ett bonussystem där. Så man försökte jobba så snabbt 
som möjligt hela tiden. Det var väl, annars hade man ju kanske inte brytt sig, annars hade 
man kanske inte brytt sig lika mycket om vad för pallar som kom. Då hade man bara 
plockat på i maklig takt hela tiden. När det kom jobbiga pallar och när det blev strul så 
kände man att man skulle få mycket sämre bonus. På så sätt blev det jobbigt, tycker man 
att det var jobbigt, för att anledningen till varför man är där är ju att tjäna pengar. Tjänar 
man mindre pengar så blir man ju mindre glad. 
34. JLE: När det sker en sådan där miss och det inte går att gå tillbaka, vems fel tycker du det 
är? Vem är att skylla, eller vad är att skylla? 
35. USR4: Ehh, allas! Första bäste jävel, bara att köra över med trucken heheh. Nä men jag 
tycker att de på arbetsplatsen borde ha informerat lite bättre. Gett mer information om hur 
systemet funkade,  ville man veta någonting så fick man gå och fråga och, eh det var 
sällan man stötte på några vettiga svar. Utan man bara, man fick, det var bara, vad heter 
det… Krishantering hela tiden, ifall något gick fel så fick man fråga andra om hjälp och 
man visste fortfarande inte om lösningen av alla problem. 
36. JLE: Är det något du tog upp med teamleadern då? 
37. USR4: Ehh, nä. Det kändes väl inte… Nu var jag där bara en kort tid så det kändes väl 
inte jätterelevant för mig att göra det. Plus att, alltså, ja.. Alla hade ju  så brottom hem hela 
tiden. Man kunde ju inte gärna stå kvar där en timma och prata om hur systemet funkade. 
Jag hade väl också brottom hem, när man var där på betald arbetstid då vill man utföra 
sysslor som man fick betalt för och när man inte jobbade så vill man hem . Så det är väl 
anledningen till varför jag inte frågade… Men javisst, jo det hände att jag frågade någon 
gång, och om hur den här terminalen funkade. För det fanns en terminal där man kunde 
kolla upp pallar och så vidare, alltså varor. Men i övrigt kände jag att jag inte fick några 
bra svar, så jag sket i det. Jag utgick från att jag inte skulle få några bra svar ifall jag 
skulle fråga igen senare.  
38. JLE: Eh slutligen, finns det något sätt som systemet skulle kunna förbättras på? 
39. USR4: Ehm, aa. Nu har jag inte full insyn så… 
40. JLE: Ur din synpunkt såklart… för att underlätta arbetet. 
41. USR4: Aaa, jag skulle gärna haft den här möjligheten att kunna backa en vara, eller något 
sånt där.  Kanske inte att kunna backa igenom alla varor men, en vara bak skulle man 
gärna kunna gå.  För ofta blev det fel på den tidigare och sen blev det mer och mer fel, på 
grund av att man tappade bort sig. Hade man bara kunnat gå tillbaks en vara, alltså lätt. I 
det här röstsystemet. Då hade det nog funkat ganska bra. 
42. JLE: Okej, det var nog allt jag behövde veta från dig. Skulle vilja tacka dig för att du 
ställde upp! 
43. USR4: Ja… 
44. JLE: Är det bra? 
45. USR4: Yes det är bra! 
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46. JLE: Hej! 
47. USR4: Hejdå! 
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Appendix 7 – User interview 5 
 
JL Joakim Leufstedt 
MAR Martin Ericson 
USR5 Interviewed user number 5 
 
1. JLE: Då är det bara att köra igång… Vad gjorde du på (CENSORED)12? 
2. USR5: Eh, Ja vad gjorde vi. Vi körde truck och plocke… eller plockade varor 
3. JLE: Okej, hur länge jobbade du där? 
4. USR5: Två månader.  
5. JLE: Och detta var en konsultanställning? 
6. USR5: Jepp, via (CENSORED)13.  
7. JLE: Okej, om du kan beskriva en arbetsdag vid användningen av röstplocksystemet? 
8. USR5: Eh, det var ju så att man kom på morgonen, tog sin lilla box som var dataenheten 
typ och satte den på sig och började läsa in sina uppgifter eller fick verifiera vem man var 
och vilket område man skulle plocka i för dagen. Och sen fick man sin första order, så fick 
man bekräfta den och så fick man hämta ut lappar som man klistrade på efter att man var 
klar med ordern. 
9. JLE: Okej, hur upplevde du systemet? Var det något specifikt du upplevde som positivt 
och sen.. 
10. USR5: Alltså det var ju jäkligt smidigt, det var en väldigt låg tröskel för inlärning, det var 
ju bra. Alltså det, man behövde ju vara… man behövde ju bruka 30 procent av sin 
intelligens och då var man bäst, heheh… 
11. JLE: Heheh… 
12. USR5: Så det var väl positivt, negativt var väl att man blev hjärntvättad typ.  
13. JLE: Jaha? Hehe… 
14. USR5: Att man blev socialt isolerad utav det här.  
15. JLE: Okej, hur menar du då? Att…? 
16. USR5: Ja men att, eftersom man hela tiden hade henne. Hon nazidamen i örat som sa till 
en vad man skulle göra hela tiden så var det ju inte så att man kunde prata med andra utan 
att hon gick in och störde eller blev störd av att man började prata med någon annan. Man 
fick säga om allting och blev irriterad av att hon inte fatta att man pratar med andra.  
17. JLE: Jaha okej, så det uppstod problem ibland.  
18. USR5: Ja problem uppstår ju när man började prata med andra. När du inte ville prata med 
henne och du, det bygger ju egentligen på att du bara skulle prata med henne under dagen. 
Så fort det kom någon annan eller det hände någonting så var du ju tvungen att pausa 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12	  Name	  of	  company	  
13	  Name	  of	  consultant	  company	  
User	  satisfaction	  in	  mandatory	  use	  IS	  environments	  
Ericson	  &	  Leufstedt	  
58	  
	  
henne eller bara ignorera det faktum att hon gick bananas över det faktum att du pratade 
med andra, för att hon trodde att du pratade med henne.  
19. JLE: Hade ni, eller hade du någon inträningsperiod?  
20. USR5: Ja alltså, det var ju, det tog ju. Man fick gå runt och läsa in så att hon lärde känna 
ens röst, men det var ju i princip det enda som behövdes. Sedan fattade man ju systemet, 
det var ju inte så avancerat.  
21. JLE: Fick du lämna feedback? 
22. USR5: Ja, vi pratade väl med våran arbetsledare om hur det var och så, men aa.  
23. JLE: Var det specifikt om systemet eller var det…? 
24. USR5: Aaa det var ju bara allmänt, men de frågade alltid om hur det gick. ”Hur tycker ni 
att systemet funkar”, och då sa man ju oftast att det var bra. För på ett sätt så var det ju 
bra, de var ju lätt att använda. Men den stora fördelen var ju också att man hade båda 
händerna fria. Man slapp fippla med någonting, utan du kunde ju ägna dig åt det du skulle 
ägna dig åt.  
25. JLE: Okej, ja precis… Kände du att röstigenkänningen alltid fungerade väl när…? 
26. USR5: Nej, nej… Nä! Alltså hon fattade ju inte alla siffror, jag läste ju om ett ord en 
gång. Jag kommer inte ihåg vilket det var. Det var typ ”tre” eller ”fyra” eller något. Att 
hon inte fattade och trodde att jag sa fel hela tiden. Och då är det ju extremt frustrerande 
när hon tror att man säger fel… 
27. JLE: Ja, Jo… 
28. USR5: … Man höll ju på att gå bananas på uttrycket ”Hvor mange er plukket?”.  
29. JLE: Heheh… 
30. USR5: ”Spurte om tre!”.  
31. JLE: Heheh… Om vi tänker såhär då. Vad är målet med arbetsdagen, eller själva arbetet 
för dig? 
32. USR5: På (CENSORED)14?  
33. JLE: Ja precis, varför jobbade du på (CENSORED)15? 
34. USR5: Ja hehe, varför jag arbetade där? Det var ju väldigt lätt, för det var ju för att jag 
skulle få pengar! Norska fina pengar.  
35. JLE: Och, uppstod det några probem med systemet, om vi upprepar det igen iförsig. 
Uppstod det några problem med systemet specifikt vid de här arbetsdagarna? 
36. USR5: Ja det var ju det att hon inte fattade. Det var ju det som var.. att hon inte fattade 
och att ja, alltså. När man böjde sig ner och lyfte saker tillexempel och bara andades 
ibland så trodde hon ju att man hade lagt på någonting och oftast trodde hon ju fel då, eller 
så trodde hon rätt och då kunde man missa och lägga på saker. För att man glömde bort 
hur många det var och sådär.  
37. JLE: Hur… 
38. USR5: … och sen så, som sagt så. När man började prata med andra människor, för det 
gör man ju, det är inte så att man går runt isolerad där inne. Om man inte är typ kines och 
lobotomerad men det är ju… ja.  
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39. JLE: Heheh, okej så det hände att du missade på grund av att du rörde dig och att… 
40. USR5: … Ja, jag skulle tippa på att alltså en del utav de felplocken. Eller det var ju nu inte 
så många felplock, det var ett rätt säkert system som i sig, i och för sig. Men när det var 
felplock så skulle jag tippa på att det kan vara en sådan grej att man lyfter och verifierat 
att man tagit något. Och sen så skulle man ta två istället så trodde den att man hade tagit 
två och så hade man i själva verket bara lagt en, så man hade verifierat den för fort liksom.  
41. JLE: Men fanns det möjlighet att kolla det i efterhand? 
42. USR5: Ja, fast det gjorde man ju aldrig haha!… Det tog ju för lång tid.  
43. JLE: Hehe ok, hur lång tid kunde det ta? 
44. USR5: Ja, det kunde ju ta en minut. Då han man ju plocka… ja en minut på 
(CENSORED)16 var ju flera kronor!  
45. JLE: Hehe, okej så det var ett problem som hindrade dina mål med arbetet? 
46. USR5: Jajemen, men det är klart att det var det. Alltså man är, man vill ju inte in och 
grotta i systemet mer än nödvändigt för det kunde ju… alltså man hade ju koll men man 
hade ju inte så bra koll att man kunde hoppa fram och tillbaks i systemet sådär. Och det 
riskerade ju att i sin tur leda till att man blev stående längre ju, eftersom man kunde finta 
bort sig själv i det här systemet.  
47. JLE: Okej. 
48. USR5: Alltså… och det var ju lätt så länge som det inte var något som var fel, hehe.  
49. JLE: Hehe. 
50. USR5: Men man vill ju inte finta bort sig själv, för då blev man ståendes och stod man i 
tio minuter så var det ändå tio minuter som gick åt helvete på något sätt, så att… 
51. JLE: Och hur kändes det? 
52. USR5: Jaa, det var ju pressen. Då blev man, alltså det var ju jävla stress, var det ju på ett 
sätt. Fast samtidigt inte, eftersom norrmän är så jäkla lata. Hade de varit i Sverige till 
exempel så hade det ju varit, då tror jag det hade varit mer hetsigt med det systemet.  
53. JLE: Okej, men jag menar. Om det uppstår ett fel till exempel, som hindrar dig från att… 
54. USR5: Ja… 
55. JLE: Hur… Specifikt vad kände du? Var det bara hets eller? 
56. USR5: Ja det var ju stressigt, det blev det ju. När det uppstod ett fel och man inte riktigt 
visste hur man skulle korrigera det. Då blev det ju stressigt, då fick man ju ofta åka in till 
arbetsledare och fråga: ”Ooh, vad har hänt?” och, ja… Man hamnar ju efter i plockningen 
liksom.  
57. JLE: Vems fel tycker du det är, eller vad eller vems fel är det då? 
58. USR5: Det var ju lite krångligt, hade det varit på svenska kanske det inte hade varit så 
krångligt. Så att det var ett annat land och att systemet var krångligt, eller krångligt och 
krångligt… Att det var, det krävdes ju en viss inlärning om man skulle bli… skulle du 
behärska det till fullo så skulle du antagligen få vara tvungen och sitta med det i någon 
form utav datamiljö för att titta hur systemet är uppbyggt, rent så… Och det fick vi ju 
aldrig göra. Vi fick ju aldrig liksom förklarat ingångarna till det och hur liksom menyerna 
är uppbyggda. Det var ju som det här att man kunde ändra hastigheten på hur fort hon 
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pratade, det var ju inte många som upptäckte det förrän typ sista tre veckorna när typ en 
norsk kom och sa till en: ”Ja, men du kan ändra hastigheten, så att hon pratar fortare”. För 
hon pratar extremt långsamt i början ju.  
59. JLE: Hehe… Har du några synpunkter på hur systemet skulle kunna förbättras? Något du 
saknade kanske? Eller någon funktion som är fel? 
60. USR5: Ja, det skulle väl vara att kunna välja språk i sådant fall. Att man skulle kunna 
välja engelska om man ville det. Alltså, skulle man kunna välja engelska så skulle man ju 
kunna plocka in nästan vem som helst på det… Och sen att om man hade fått någon form 
av stor översikt, såhär liksom typ som en webbkarta på en hemplats… eller hemsida. Att 
man liksom får se att: såhär är det uppbyggt, under de här menyerna ligger det här och den 
här funktionen. Och den här ligger det här och det här.  
61. JLE: Kände du att det fanns möjlighet att gå tillbaka och.. att… alltså friheten i systemet 
vid själva plockningen, fanns de…? 
62. JOH –.. Nej!  
63. JLE: Okej, Kunde ma…?  
64. USR5: … Det tycker inte jag! Eller det fanns ju möjligheten men det är också såhär, det 
tog ju tid så man ville ju inte göra fel. För det var… Alltså, rent krassligt så ville man ju 
jobba på lite, det var ju jävligt… Jaa man ville inte, man vill inte sabba sitt PSL mer än 
nödvändigt, man satt ju hellre i tio minuter på rast än tio minuter på å fippla med systemet.  
65. JLE: Hehe, ja.  
66. USR5: Ja.  
67. JLE: Du, det var nog allt faktiskt 
68. USR5: Fan vad bra.  
69. JLE: De var de frågorna vi hade. Har du något att tillägga Martin?  
70. MAR – Ehm, njae. Jag tror inte, eller… Vi kan fråga här om fick ni, eller påtalade ni 
någonsin om de här problemen som fanns för er teamleader? 
71. USR5: Nä!  
72. MAR – Det var ingen som gjorde det? 
73. USR5: Nä, eller inte vad jag vet i alla fall.  
74. MAR – Nä, okej. 
75. USR5: Jag gjorde det inte, jag så… Nej hehe.  
76. JLE: Varför gjorde du inte det? 
77. USR5: Varför?  
78. JLE: Ja… 
79. USR5: Ja, det är en bra fråga. Det vet jag inte, nä det var väl för att vi var konsulter 
kanske. Att man inte brydde sig om att… alltså, det kändes inte som att (CENSORED)17 
var mitt liv på något sätt så att jag behövde involvera mig djupt i det.  
80. JLE: Nä, jag förstår.  
81. USR5: Som stort egentligen, så tycker jag att det är, det funkade rätt bra. Jag har ju jobbat 
i liknande miljöer med ett annat system som var med papperslappar och handskanner. Och 
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jag tycker det här är ett bättre system. Frånsett att det är, tar bort den sociala biten totalt. 
Men jaa, det är ju en petitess. 
82. JLE: Ja, okej. Nä men… 
83. USR5: Man behöver ju vara social, när man har (CENSORED)18 på kvällen liksom.  
84. JLE: Hehe, ja det. Kanske gör mödan värt till slut ändå… Okej det var nog allt, sådär.  
85. USR5: Okej… 
86. JLE: Och där kan jag stänga av inspelningen också. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18	  Name	  of	  worker	  
User	  satisfaction	  in	  mandatory	  use	  IS	  environments	  
Ericson	  &	  Leufstedt	  
62	  
	  
 
 
 
Appendix 8 – Managment interview 1 
 
JL Joakim Leufstedt 
MAR Martin Ericson 
MGMT1 Interviewed management member number 1 
 
1. JLE: Då börjar jag spela in… 
2. MGMT1: Det är fint… 
3. JLE: Ehm, vi kan börja med att fråga… Vad är din titel? Berätta om ditt arbete. 
4. MGMT1: Jag är teamleader för kylen, plock och varumottagningen. 
5. JLE: Okej, vad är (CENSORED)19 verksamhet? 
6. MGMT1: Vi levererar ut varor, lagervaror. För kylens där är det matvaror. 
7. JLE: Ehm, systemet som används idag, som brukas idag. Ehm, varför infördes det? 
8. MGMT1: Vilket system tänker du på då? 
9. JLE: Talkman. 
10. MGMT1: Alltså röstvarupockningen? 
11. JLE: Precis. 
12. MGMT1: Det är ju för att utvecklas som företag, och kunna vår effektivitet och kvalitet. 
Målsättningen var att öka kvaliteten ehm… När vi började med det så handlade det om att 
öka effektiviteten. 
13. JLE: Ehm, så… och hur tycker du att effektiviteten har förändrats efter införandet? 
14. MGMT1: För min avdelning så har effektiviteten ökat, så att vi levererar väsentligt fler 
kollin i snitt, som var målet. 
15. JLE: Hur, cirka, har kollisnittet förändrats? 
16. MGMT1: Från 152 (plock i timmen) i snitt det föregående året, till 177 i snitt i år. 
17. JLE: Okej, alltså en väsentlig skillnad. Ehm… Hur fungerar det nya systemet? Ahh, det 
har funkat bra! Vänta… 
18. MGMT1: Kan du upprepa? 
19. JLE: Nej det var inget, jag missade något. 
20. MGMT1: Ja… 
21. JLE: Kan du berätta om PSL, bonussystemet? Hur det fungerar? 
22. MGMT1: Ehmm, berätta… Jag är lite osäker på vad jag ska svara på. 
23. JLE: Jaha, ehm… på vilket sätt fungerar PSL? På vilket sätt förändras lönen? Och varför 
ändras den med PSL? 
24. MGMT1: Alltså, med PSL systemet ser man hur hög intensitet du har jobbat med. Och ju 
högre intensitet desto högre blir en prestationslön utbetalad efter en tabell. 
25. JLE: Mmm… och, hur har PSL påverkat effektiviteten? 
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26. MGMT1: PSL är en extra motivationsfaktor för att enklare plocka. Så att man kanske får 
lite extra för att kunna få några kronor mer. 
27. JLE: Okej… okej. Och hur har den upplevts av plockarna? 
28. MGMT1: Eh… Jag upplever det som att det är lite delat. Vissa tycker att det är en positiv 
motivationsfaktor och andra lite mer likgiltiga. Tänker inte så mycket över PSL och 
jobbar vanligt som de har gjort oavsett. 
29. JLE: Jaha, Okej. Den här ändringen till systemet… Hur gick implementeringen till? 
30. MGMT1: Vid början av röstplockningen? 
31. JLE: Mm, precis! 
32. MGMT1: Då skickade vi någon… Alltså det har rullats ut på fler företag och vi var det 
sista företaget som skulle hoppa på. Så vi skickade någon på upplärning till något av 
företagen som hoppade på före. Och så var de så kallade superanvändare, gick igenom 
upplärningen i det företaget och kom tillbaka för att lära upp varuplockarna. 
33. JLE: Så det var några plockare som blev skickade, som kom tillbaka för att lära upp? 
34. MGMT1: Ja, Ja. 
35. JLE: Okej, så det var på det sättet plockarna var inblandade i implementeringen av 
systemet? 
36. MGMT1: Det var dem. Det var en från kylen, en från frys och två från torr som blev 
skickade samtidigt. Det var vanliga plockare. 
37. JLE: Var plockarna inblandade i valet av system? 
38. MGMT1: Ehm, alltså valet var gjort av koncernen… För alla företag. Det var bara att, i 
alla fall hoppas att de… En tillit att de representerade de anställda för oss i det urvalet när 
de valde system. Följt av utrullningen av systemet. 
39. JLE: Okej, hur har plockarna upplevt systemet? Tycker du? 
40. MGMT1: Tycker jag? Ehm, i stort sätt väldigt positivt. Plockarna ser många fördelar med 
det. Speciellt att de får båda händerna fria, så att de kan plocka med båda händer, fär att 
när vi hade etiketter så fick man hålla ordern i ena handen så… det blev lite svårt att 
plocka rätt. 
41. JLE: Mmm. 
42. MGMT1: Ehh, det händer att man måste be om att upprepa meddelandet, själva rösten i 
örat. Man blir lite mer förvirrad i huvudet. 
43. JLE: Så man måste vara mer koncentrerad, eller? 
44. MGMT1: Ja, det stämmer. Man blir förvirrad på ett annat sätt kan jag tillägga då. 
45. JLE: Mmm ok. 
46. MGMT1: Men stort sett så upplever plockarna det som en positiv förändring i vardagen. 
47. JLE: Eh, okej. Bra… Finns det något specifikt problem som har påtalats av plockarna? 
48. MGMT1: … Eh, det har ju… Till och från kan det pipa lite, eller att man får vänta på 
nästa kommando till exempel. Det kan vara ett litet irritationsmoment till och från … Det 
har blivit bättre allt eftersom. Och det något som vi åtminstone kan jobba och utveckla på.  
49. JLE: Okej. 
50. MGMT1: Och en annan sak kan ju vara den här, den som man går med… Har på örat hela 
dagen. Att man måste vara mycket mer koncentrerad. 
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51. JLE: Ja precis, Jaha okej. Ehh. Om en plockare inte skulle vara koncentrerad då, och 
skulle missa något. Vad sker? Finns det möjlighet att göra något åt saken då? 
52. MGMT1: Då är det ju ett kommando som man kan säga för att i örat få höra det igen. 
53. JLE: Okej, så man får höra senaste kommandot igen? 
54. MGMT1: Ja. 
55. JLE: Okej. 
56. MGMT1: ”Gjenta”, på norska. 
57. JLE: Okej, vid plockning av två pallar. Exempelvis… Ehh , och om en brukare skulle 
missa den ena pallen. Och inte skulle gå vidare, men inte vet vilken pall det skulle vara på 
. Då fanns det inte någon möjlighet att upprepa det, eller? 
58. MGMT1: Ehm, jo man kan säga ”gjenta” och få besked om vilken pall den skulle vara på. 
59. JLE: Okej, hmm… Vänta en sekund. 
60. MGMT1: För att tillägga så kan man gå igenom hela ordern på nytt, om du är osäker på 
om du inte har lagt en vara. 
61. JLE: Hmm, okej. Känner du något, eller tycker du att det finns något som skulle kunna 
bättras i systemet? 
62. MGMT1: (Pust)… Ehh, det är helt säkert något men… Att få ner antal kommandon hade 
kanske varit bra. Några kommandon som är… upplevs som onödiga kanske. 
63. JLE: Okej, något specifikt kommando kanske? 
64. MGMT1: Informationen du får innan du startar på ordern till exempel. 
65. JLE: Mer information alltså? 
66. MGMT1: Nej, Mindre! 
67. JLE: Aha, Jaha ok. 
68. MGMT1: Det är säkert något mer, men jag kommer inte på det nu. 
69. JLE: Nej men det är lugnt. Det är inga problem. 
70. MGMT1: Hehe. 
71. JLE: Jag tror faktiskt det var allt jag ville ha reda på… Vad tror du Martin? 
72. MAR: Ja, jag tror det… Ja det tror jag. Heheh. 
73. JLE: Hehe okej, okej. Ehm, då kan jag tacka dig för att du ville ställa upp. Det betyder 
väldigt mycket och nu vet jag inte när detta blir färdig eller inte, men vi får se. Jag skulle 
också vilja fråga dig, har du någon slags kanske, material om systemet du skulle kunna 
skicka? Eller har ni inte sånt? 
74. MGMT1: Nej, jag har inte så mycket jag vill skicka. Det får du ta med VDn. Om det skall 
skickas något sådant så vill jag inte göra det. 
75. JLE: Jag förstår, jag förstår. Ehm, jag kan ta det med VDn då. 
76. MGMT1: Mmm. 
77. JLE: Absolut. Tack igen, skall inte störa din arbetsdag… fortsätt på hehe. 
78. MGMT1: Men kan jag fråga om något?  
79. JLE: Jaja, fråga på. 
80. MGMT1: Hur kommer ni att använda materialet ni samlar? 
81. JLE: Ehm, vi tänkte transkribera det först. Det vi har sagt tidigare i intervjun. Och sedan 
kommer vi helt enkelt använda citat ur texten. Allting kommer vara anonymt såklart. Både 
från användare och ledning. Och det kommer vara citat av olika slag, inte mer än så. 
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82. MGMT1: Och vem kommer det att läggas ut för? Är det endast för… 
83. JLE: Nej det här är bara för, det skall presenteras för universitetet… 
84. MGMT1: Ja… 
85. JLE: Så det är en uppsats. Som blir i och för sig offentlig när dem lagt ut. 
86. MGMT1: Mmm, men det blir inte publicerat av någon utöver det? 
87. JLE: Nej, det är bara det som har sagts. 
88. MAR: Nej det blir inte publicerat mer än efter universitetet. 
89. MGMT1: Nej… okej. Men då är det bra! 
90. JLE: Inga andra frågor? 
91. MGMT1: Nej, då kommer jag inte på några andra frågor. 
92. JLE: Okej, tack igen. Ha en bra, trevlig helg! 
93. MGMT1: Då hoppas jag att arbetet går bra för dig. 
94. JLE: Hehe, ja det hoppas jag också. Hehe. 
95. MGMT1: Då får jag önska en god jul ifall vi inte pratas vid igen. 
96. JLE: Ja vi får se, men ja absolut. Tack detsamma, god jul på dig med. Hehe. 
97. MGMT1: Ja tack för det… 
98. MAR: Hej hej 
99. MGMT1: Ha det bra 
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